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Abstract
Williamson, Raychellet Rene. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. August 2012. A Study
of Effective Teachers’ Knowledge and Use of Intersectional Data to Improve Student
Academic Performance. Major Professor: Dr. Larry McNeal
The discussion on how to improve students’ academic performance has a long and
rich history in the U.S. Although it has been a national priority, the debate has centered
on the best method to accomplish this goal. Bernhardt (2003) and Shen and Cooley
(2008) recognized the importance of teachers, principals, and data, deployed together, as
critical tools to improving academic performance. More specifically, putting the right
cross-section of data about the student, school, staff, and community together can inform
teachers of the best practices to improve students’ academic performance. The
researcher’s goal was to develop a consensus on teachers’ knowledge and use of multiple
sources of data in order to improve student academic performance. More specifically, the
focus was on teachers’ knowledge and use of intersectional data to improve student
performance. Intersectional data analysis is a holistic approach to assessing and
analyzing the multiple types.
The Delphi method, a technique for gathering expert consensus, was used with a
panel of teachers from No Child Left Behind (NCLB) high-priority schools that made
adequate yearly progress. The panelists were asked to respond to five research questions
asked through three rounds of refinement. The results illustrated a consensus around the
knowledge and use of multiple sources of data in order to improve student academic
performance. Student learning data, school process data, demographic data, and
perceptional data were all found to be useful by teachers in former high-priority schools
that moved to good standing status within a two years window. Knowledge of the
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multiple data sources and their use can be beneficial in improving student academic
performance.
In addition to the focus on the use of data in improving student performance, the
researcher had a strong interest in examining the role of principals in facilitating teachers’
efforts to assess and use data effectively. Again, there was a consensus among all
participants that the role of the principal was to set expectations, develop plans, remove
barriers, and provide support. The results of this study can help principals and other
decision-makers gain insight on how to support teachers and move their schools into
NCLB good standing status.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
“Teachers matter. So instead of bashing them, or defending the status quo…give them
the resources…grant schools flexibility: to teach with creativity and passion... That’s a
bargain worth making.” President Barack Obama, State of the Union, January, 2012
Education reform has been a national priority for over 30 years. Prior to the
1970s the federal government played a limited role in education policy, because
education reform was more strongly a state issue. Not until President Carter established
the U.S. Department of Education did education reform garner a national platform and
begin to gain media attention nationwide. During the Reagan Administration, one of the
most well-known and important report on education reform was released: A Nation at
Risk: The Imperative for Education Reform. This report included five key
recommendations, (1) Teach four years of English, and three years of math, science, and
social studies; (2) Adopt more rigorous and measurable standards; (3) Extend the
academic year; (4) Professionalize teaching; and (5) Add accountability in education
(Education N. C., 1983). With the passage of No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2002,
the aforementioned recommendations 2, 4, and 5 took on new meaning.
As one of the most influential education reforms of the past decade the No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB) promised to improve student academic achievement of lowincome students (Rose, 2004). NCLB represented the federal government enforcement
of reforms to improve schools. As the most recent revision of the 1965 Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, the NCLB distinguished itself by requiring states to show
academic gains in subgroups while also meeting a progressing target (Rose, 2004). The
law also made teachers strictly accountable for student achievement with student
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assessment data being the sole metric for teacher effectiveness. Not only were teachers
held accountable under this new mandate, schools also had firm annual metrics and
punitive consequences for failing to do so.
Goertz and Duffy (2003) argued that under NCLB students, principals, and
schools were held more accountable for academic performance than teachers were.
Students faced not being promoted or graduating based on achievement data. Principals
faced job loss or demotion. Schools faced being classified as low performing or
shuttered. In contrast, teachers in low performing schools usually only faced additional
hours of professional development when students failed academically. Tennessee’s First
to the Top Act, discussed more in Chapter 2, changed this unintended inequity and now
teachers are just as accountable, if not more so, for students’ academic performance.
Given this significant change, teachers’ access to student performance data is essential to
meeting the goals of First to the Top and NCLB.
NCLB required schools to employ highly-qualified teachers and paraprofessionals
(Wenning, Herdman, Smith, & McMahon, 2004). Highly- qualified was defined as
teachers and paraprofessionals who met specific licensure and testing requirements
(“U.S. Department of Education,” n.d.). Since NCLB’s enactment, the pressure of
accountability chiefly rests on the shoulders of principals and teachers. As schools and
teachers are measured solely on student learning data, there has been a movement for
increased data analysis in school systems (Shen & Cooley, 2008). Shen and Cooley
(2008) found that principals have predominately used student achievement data to
determine if they were making AYP because, according to NCLB and the perceptions of
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communal stakeholders, increased achievement test scores equaled effective schools and
teachers (Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008).
State assessment results were to be broken down by demographic subgroups.
Subgroup reporting were designed to shed light on achievement gaps between groups
within schools whose overall performance met, or did not meet adequate yearly progress
(AYP). Subgroup academic reporting was the way NCLB policymakers ensured all
students made annual academic gains (Rose, 2004). Failure to make AYP meant being
labeled as a school that failed to make progress resulting in being penalized by federal,
state and local funding sources via budget cuts, the removal of staff, school
restructuring, and/or state takeover of the school or district (Rose, 2004).

Therefore,

subgroup reporting forced educators to consider the academic improvement of every
student as measured by state assessments.
While analyzing state assessment results is important, it is only the beginning of
data-driven decision-making (Bernhardt, 2004). According to Shen and Cooley (2008),
without an intersectional analysis of —student learning, demographic, perceptional, and
school process data—student academic outcomes will not improve. This study focuses on
teachers’ knowledge and use of intersectional data to improve student academic
performance.
Intersectional data analysis is a holistic approach to assessing and analyzing the
multiple types of data available to teachers, principals, school administrators, and policymakers. Victoria Bernhardt, an advocate for using data analysis to improve outcomes,
argues that there are four major categories of data (1) student learning data; (2)
demographic data; (3) perceptual data; and (4) school process data (Champion, 2005).
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Each of these categories are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2. Intersectional data
analysis looks at how one or more of these categories intersect or overlap over time.
Instead of examining one piece of student data in a vacuum, such as annual assessment
scores, intersectional data analysis combines that data with other information that may be
available such as attendance, student surveys, etc to gain a more comprehensive view of
the student and his or her needs.
Teacher awareness of student academic performance data as well as the need to
develop and implement data-driven action plans to improve student achievement is
critical to achieving the goal of 100% proficiency in math and reading under the No
Child Left Behind mandate (Geortz & Duffy, 2003). This federal law requires states to
develop assessments aligned with state standards and then use that data to determine if a
school was performing. Student achievement data for every child in grades 3-12 is
evaluated yearly for growth. Any school not demonstrating growth is required to
implement a multitude of interventions, state approved student transfers, principal
removal, and eventually, state takeover (Goertz & Duffy, 2003).
States across the country responded to the need for teachers to be aware of data
and know how to use the results to improve student achievement. Zehr (2008) pointed out
that a Texas border district saw evidence that increased teacher awareness and use of
data-driven action plans led to significant gains in student achievement and the awarding
of a $1 million Broad Foundation award. Other states with similar examples of student
academic improvement via data use were:
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Lead Elementary School in North Carolina was named a School of Excellence
with Exemplary Growth after using data to adjust instruction and inform the need
for intervention (Decker, 2003).
Teachers in the Lake Washington School district in Washington used student
hand-held technology tools to assess student understanding throughout the day.
The information gathered was stored in a database that housed a host of
instructional strategies for teachers and suggestions for students and parents
(Kimball & Cone, 2002).
Teachers in Mobile, Alabama also used technology to analyze student data and
identify academic needs ("STI releases new," 2004).
Reilly (2007) observed a teacher in New Jersey make instructional decisions
based on data. By using both formal and observational data, the teacher was able
to prevent reading difficulties from occurring by intervening early in their
kindergarten year.
These examples show that data awareness and implementation is a powerful tool to
impact student achievement when teachers are knowledgeable and use data to improve
student academic performance (Bernhardt, 2004).
Problem Statement
The 2002 NCLB with its emphasis on state assessment data has narrowed the
acceptance and adoption of the use of other data sources that can influence students’
academic performance. Bernhardt (2004) indicated that because data has a major impact
on improving student learning, teachers need to be knowledgeable and use multiple data
sources to improve student academic performance. This study examined teachers’
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knowledge and use of data to improve student achievement in high-priority schools
(schools in various stages of NCLB school improvement) that eventually transitioned to
schools of good standing status (NCLB schools making adequate yearly progress).
Research Questions
In order to examine the data sources that teachers from high-priority schools used
to improve student academic outcomes and transition to good standing status, this study
asked the following research questions:
1. What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?
2. What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools use to move into NCLB good school status?
3. What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find were the greatest
barriers to accessing intersectional data?
4. What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools find the most useful to moving into NCLB good school status?
5. What was the role of the principal in facilitating this process?
Purpose of the Study
With so many schools striving to meet the requirements of No Child Left Behind, this
study can inform school administrators, principals, and teachers about the types of data
that’s available and how to use the data to improve student academic performance (“First
to the Top”, 2010). This study can also inform school leaders about the types of data
teachers need to know and how the data can be used to improve student academic
performance. Furthermore, this study can be used by educational policy makers to design
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policies that promote teacher access and use of data to improve student academic
performance. Finally, for researchers this study may add to the existing body of
knowledge on the impact of teachers’ awareness and use of data on student academic
performance.
The purpose of this study is to examine teachers’ knowledge and use of data to
improve student achievement performance in high-priority schools (schools in various
stages of school improvement) that transitioned to schools of good standing (schools
making adequate yearly progress). More specifically, the research focuses on the
perceptions of “effective teachers” who have transitioned their school out of the school
improvement category by increasing the academic performance of their students. The
responses reveal the data used in order to increase student-learning results and provides a
roadmap for school administrators and other teachers looking to improve academic
performance in high-priority schools.
Definition of terms
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) - an achievement measure designed to indicate
a school’s growth toward meeting state and national achievement benchmarks
(Illinois State Board of Education, 2002).
Data-driven- the use of data in decision-making or action plan development
(Schleppenbach, 2010).
First to the Top Act of 2010 - a comprehensive roadmap to transformational
reform for the entire state of Tennessee (“Tennessee Department of Education,
2010).
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High-performing teacher - a teacher who has demonstrated the capacity to
increase student achievement (TEI Overview, 2010).
High-stakes tests- tests given to students to determine if a student, school, and
district are deemed high- or low-performing (Johnson & Johnson, 2010).
Intersectional data - data that are a result of crossing or intersecting multiple
measures (e.g. demographics, perceptions, school processes, student learning)
(Bernhardt, 2003b).
Intersectional data analysis - “Analyzing the intersection or overlapping of
measures (demographics, perceptions, school processes, student learning) in order
to predict what must be done to meet the needs of current and future students”
(Bernhardt, 2003b, p. 284).
NCLB School of Good Standing - refers to a school that makes AYP (U.S.
Department of Education, n.d.).
NCLB High-Priority School - a school that has missed the same benchmark for
two or more consecutive years. The school must meet AYP for two years to return
to good standing (U. S. Department of Education, n.d.).
Race to the Top - a federal competitive grant program to encourage and reward
States that are implementing significant reforms in the four education areas
described in the ARRA: enhancing standards and assessments, improving the
collection and use of data, increasing teacher effectiveness and achieving equity
in teacher distribution, and turning around struggling schools (U.S. Department of
Education, 2010a).
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Student Academic Data - data from state achievement tests, district level
assessments, and classroom level assessments (Mooney & Mausbach, 2008).
Teacher effectiveness - For the purpose of this study, teacher effectiveness will be
defined as gains in student achievement (Goe et.al, 2008).
Teacher Effectiveness Initiative (TEI) - a comprehensive plan to increase the
effectiveness of teachers in order to accelerate student academic growth
(Walker, 2010).
Tennessee Value-Added System (TVAAS) - a statistical analysis of achievement
data that reveals academic growth over time for students and groups of students,
such as those in a grade level or in a school” (“TVAAS Tennessee valueadded,” p. 1).
Title One Funds - supplemental funding provided by the U.S. Department of
Education to local school districts to meet the needs of at-risk and low income
students (“The American recovery,” 2009).
Value-Added Data - a view of student achievement data over a set period of time.
Tennessee reports a 3-year average (Sanders & Horn, 1998).
Theoretical Framework
Robert House’s Path-Goal leadership theory is appropriate for this study because it
provides a context to view the role of the principal in transitioning a school of highpriority status to a school of good standing status. According to the House’s path-goal
theory, the leader defines the goals, clarifies the path, removes obstacles, and provides
support (Yulk, 1982). In this research, the ultimate goal is increased student achievement
and the path is for schools to transition from a high priority status to good standing status.
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The obstacles for this study are the barriers to accessing data. The support, as described
by the Path-Goal theory, is to help teachers identify multiple sources of data and how to
effectively use the data to improve student academic performance.
The principal that follows the path-goal leadership principles challenges teachers and
other principals to reach defined goals set by NCLB. The principal helps teachers to
believe that the outcome of having knowledge of data from multiple sources and
effectively using the data will lead to increased student performance. This principal sets
higher goals over a period of time and leads teachers in ways to reach each target
(Mooney & Media, n.d.).
The principal that follows the path-goal leadership principles removes obstacles that
hinder the acquisition and use of data teachers need in order to improve student academic
performance. Barriers may also include time to analyze the data. The principal reduces
barriers to accessing data, helps teachers to understand how to use the data, as well as,
provides time to analyze the data.
The principal that follows the path-goal leadership principles provides teachers with
support to reach the goals (Yulk, 1982). Support involves the resources, such as multiple
sources of data, and guidance on how to use the data to move into NCLB good standing
status. Support may also include incentives as goals are attained (Yulk, 1982).
Teacher knowledge and use of multiple data sources is necessary in order to improve
student learning. The path-goal theory will help us understand how principals lay the path
for teachers to improve student academic performance through the knowledge and use of
data. In essence, this theory will provide a framework to understand how teachers’
effectiveness in using and understanding data as a means to improve student outcomes is
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largely influenced by the path and goals set by the principal. For these reasons, the pathgoal theory is an appropriate conceptual framework for this study.
Limitations of the Study
The limitations of this study are related to two categories: the participants and the
data collection instrument. First, the results are limited to those who chose to respond to
the survey, and the accuracy of responses is limited to those who chose to respond to the
survey. Secondly, the data that collected from the study is limited by the choice of
survey instrument used. The data collected is restricted to teachers in a mid-south
suburban school district that were in schools identified as NCLB high-priority in 2006
and had transitioned to schools of good standing status by 2009, and the data collected is
generalizable to teachers in a similar setting.
Chapter Overview
This study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides background
information on the need to examine teacher awareness of data and use in order to
improve student academic performance. A background of the issue, statement of the
problem, research questions, purpose of the study, definition of terms, theoretical
framework, and imitations are included. Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature as
it relates to current education reforms and teacher accountability, teacher effectiveness,
and data sources every teacher needs to be aware of to improve student academic
outcomes. Chapter 3 describes the methodology used in this study which includes a
purpose of the study, research method, participants, instrumentation, and data analysis.
Chapter 4 discusses the findings obtained from the surveys collected. Chapter 5
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summarizes and synthesizes the findings and conclusions, discusses implications of the
study, and recommends future study.
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Chapter 2
Review of Literature
Education reform has a long and sometimes controversial history in the U.S. From
the Brown versus Board of Education Topeka to the National Defense Education Act of
1958, where Americans feared that they were lagging behind the Soviet Union in math
and science scores to Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2002, improving academic performance has been a national priority.
At the national level, the debate has often centered on the best method to accomplish this
goal. Bernhardt (2003) and Shen and Cooley (2008) recognized the importance of
teachers, principals, and data, deployed together, as critical tools to improving academic
performance. More specifically, putting the right cross-section of data about the student,
school, staff, and community together can inform teachers of the best practices to
improve students’ academic performance.
Chapter 2 reviews current education reform that influenced accountability from
the school level, explores various methods and metrics of teacher effectiveness found in
the literature, and examines the major data categories and how proper intersectional data
analysis can improve student academic performance as indicated in the literature. The
review of the literature builds the foundation for this study’s examination of teachers’
knowledge and use of data to improve student achievement in high-priority schools that
moved to schools of good standing status. The chapter concludes with a summary.
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Current Education Reforms and the Accountability Movement
No Child Left Behind. The 2002 No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) mandated that
all states implement school and district accountability systems based on the results of
student scores on annual achievement tests (Tennessee Department of Education, 2010).
All schools receiving federal funding were required to meet progressive academic
achievement targets in order for the school to make adequate yearly progress. NCLB
permitted states to establish individual performance standards for all schools with the
understanding that the schools would achieve a 100% passing rate in reading and
mathematics by the year 2014. Furthermore, states were required to implement academic
tests aligned with the NCLB standards, and each state’s assessment system had to be
verified by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) (“No child left,”
2002).
Expectations. While the ultimate goal for NCLB was to improve student
outcomes and reach 100% proficiency for all students by 2014, the Act also clearly
outlined the incremental academic achievement that needed to be attained as well as the
consequences of not meeting the expectations (Fritzberg, 2004). During the first year of
implementation, AYP started at the 20th percentile, which became the baseline against
which AYP would be determined for all other schools in the state. Schools were expected
to move closer each year to a progressive target until 2014 when all students are required
to be proficient. State achievement goals had to be set, clear, and communicated to all
schools. School failing to make AYP for the all student groups or any subgroup for one
year would be labeled as “Target.” The sanctions increased in intensity for each year of
AYP missed (Fritzberg, 2004). For example, missing AYP for two years meant the
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school would be identified as “School Improvement 1;” missing three years meant
“School Improvement 2.” School failing to make AYP for any student group for four
years and five years would go into Corrective Action and Restructuring, respectively.
NCLB also held states accountable for increasing the proficiency rates of their
own students. As noted by Fritzberg (2004), the ease of the state tests could cause states
with a low cut score to appear as if more schools were making AYP than states with a
higher cut score. In fact, these variations in cut scores and rigor of assessments led to
Tennessee receiving an F in truth in advertising, when their proficiency scores on state
assessments were compared to the national proficiency scores on NAEP. Such as in
2005, when Tennessee reported that 87% of 8th grade students were proficient in reading
and math, while NAEP reported 26% were proficient in reading and 21% in math (“The
Tennessee diploma,” n.d.). Or in 2001, Texas reported 91% of its students made AYP
when the test results represented a basic skills focus versus a more rigorous academic
focus. On the other hand, the Massachusetts assessment system was regarded as the most
rigorous with only 31% of its students met AYP in 2001 (Fritzberg, 2004). Despite the
variations, all states had to meet AYP in 2014 with 100% of all students.
In addition to the state assessments, NCLB required the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) testing be allowed in states receiving Title One Funds
(National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2011). The NAEP is the largest nationally
representative and continuing assessment of what America's students know and can do in
various subject areas (National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2011). Assessments
are conducted annually in mathematics, reading, science, writing, the arts, civics,
economics, geography, and U.S. history. The content of individual state assessments
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sometimes differs from NAEP’s broader coverage of a particular subject matter. As a
consequence, NAEP and state assessment results often do not correlate perfectly. For
example, a state can show gains on state-specific content not represented on NAEP or,
conversely, a state can show gains on NAEP-specific content not included on a state’s
assessment. Given this, NAEP and state assessments may show a similar—but not
identical—pattern of performance (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).
The state of Tennessee experienced this phenomenon when the National Chamber
of Commerce published the results of a comparison report card for all states (“Tennessee
diploma project,” 2008). The 2007 comparison report rated the state of Tennessee an “F”
in truth in advertising. Mainly because the Tennessee proficiency scores on state
assessments compared to the national proficiency scores on NAEP tests were not an
accurate assessment of student progress. In response to the “F” rating and pressure from
business leaders and institutions of higher education, Tennessee joined the coalition of 32
states in the America Diploma Project (ADP) and set on a course to raise the academic
standards in Tennessee schools (“America diploma project," n.d.). ADP’s purpose was to
help raise academic standards to produce more college and career ready students. Two
key components of the response were new state ACT readiness benchmarks and NAEP
standards (“Tennessee diploma project,” 2008). According to the Tennessee Diploma
Project (2008), Tennessee's assessments were to be more aligned to national standards
and meet the Governor's expectation that Tennessee accurately represents student
progress when reporting state assessment outcomes. As a result, in January 2008,
Tennessee State Board of Education passed new college and work ready standards.
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In 2009, as schools across the country struggled to meet adequate yearly progress
benchmarks, adopt a common set of national rigorous standards, and respond to sanctions
imposed by NCLB, Congress reacted to the national economic crisis by signing into law
the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) of 2009. The purpose of the Act
was to save jobs, support states and school districts, and stimulate educational reforms
that would improve results for K-12 and higher education (“The recovery act,” 2009).
Four principles guided the distribution of $100 billion in ARRA funds (“The American
recovery,” 2009):
1. Spend quickly to save and create jobs.
2. Improve student achievement through school improvement and reform.
3. Ensure transparency, reporting, and accountability.
4. Invest one-time ARRA funds thoughtfully to minimize “funding cliff”. (p. 1)
The Department of Education faced with the urgent demand to invest funds quickly and
in ways that were self-sustaining after the funding ended announced a competitive grant
process they termed- Race to the Top (“The American recovery,” 2009). The Race to the
Top competitive grant program was designed to reward states leading the way in
comprehensive statewide reform across four areas (U.S. Department of Education,
2010a):
1. Adopting standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college
and the workplace.
2. Building data systems that measure student growth and success and informing
how to improve instruction.
3. Recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and principals.
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4. Turning around the lowest performing schools. (p. 3)
Race to the Top (RTTT) was an education reform vehicle to drive innovations
that would improve student learning outcomes (“The American recovery,” 2009). RTTT
focused on promoting education reforms and improvements that would foster lasting
results long after the funds ended. For this reason, the Race to the Top competitive grant
program was designed to reward states leading the way in comprehensive statewide
reform (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a). Similar to NCLB, Race to the Top
emphasized the importance of having an effective teacher for every student in order to
accelerate learning. On the other hand, Race to the Top differed from NCLB in how it
defined an effective teacher. According to Race to the Top, teacher effectiveness would
be measured by student growth data over time instead of a single score captured on an
achievement test taken on one day (Hershberg & Roberston- Kraft, 2010). In addition, the
Tennessee Department of Education developed a plan to meet the eligibility requirements
of the federal government’s Race to the Top competitive grant program. The State
Legislature developed and passed the First to the Top Act of 2010, which enacted a
framework for teacher and principal evaluations with 50% based on student achievement.
The Act also created an Achievement School District and set in place a college
completion agenda with the objective of positioning Tennessee to better compete for the
Race to the Top competitive grant (Battelle for Kids, 2010). Tennessee passed additional
laws to ensure all components of the grant application could be met. For example, prior
to this Act, student achievement data could not be used to evaluate, hire, or dismiss
teachers and principals (Walker, 2010).
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With the 2014 NCLB goal of 100% proficiency in math and reading deadline rapidly
approaching states were forced to act. Because Tennessee lagged behind the national
average, the policy makers implemented state-wide reforms to address the challenge of
low academic standards. As a result, in January 2010, the Tennessee state legislature
reversed this policy and approved the use of the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment
System (TVAAS) data to make evaluative decisions about teachers (Batelle for Kids,
2010). TVAAS was a metric that used multiple years of student achievement data to
produce a reliable measure of student progress (Battelle for Kids, 2010). Using TVAAS
to evaluate teacher effectiveness represented a major change for how TVAAS data were
used. Tennessee’s First to the Top goals were (Tennessee Department of Education,
2010):
1. Increase rates of proficiency on state and national assessments
2. Decrease achievement gaps
3. Improve teacher effectiveness
4. Increase graduation rates
5. Improve rates of college enrollment and success. (p.7)
In March 2010, Tennessee was awarded the Race to the Top grant which aligned nicely
with the goals and objectives identified in Tennessee’s First to the Top ACT.
The Race to the Top grant required using academic data as a measure of teacher
effectiveness (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a). Most school districts in Tennessee
were faced with the task of developing a new system to measure teacher effectiveness.
Memphis City Schools, one of the largest urban districts in Tennessee, used funding
previously received from the Teacher Effectiveness Initiative (TEI) grant, funded by the
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Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation that required the use of student performance data to
measure teacher effectiveness (Walker, 2010).

The TEI included four components to

measure teacher effectiveness: valued-added student academic growth, teacher
observations, teacher knowledge, and surveys. Each component was meant to be
comprehensive in its approach to accelerate student achievement through increasing
teacher effectiveness (Walker, 2010). Tying teacher effectiveness to student performance
raises fundamental questions about the kinds of data available to teachers and how they
can use the data to improve student academic performance.
Outcomes. Schools across the country developed innovative education reforms
that met the rigorous requirements of the various grants. States adopted rigorous
standards and assessments to prepare students to be college and career ready. States had
to develop new teacher evaluation systems if they did not already meet the RTT grant
requirements (Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010). Value-added data became a key part
in measuring effectiveness and as a consequence, states had to build data systems that
measured student growth. Teachers needed access to their students’ data and needed to
use the results to gauge their effectiveness. States were required to use multiple measures
to evaluate teachers, coupling student learning data with other state pre-determined
measures.
The Race to the Top grant required plans be in place to improve teacher
effectiveness as measured by academic data (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a). Of
all the states, Tennessee was in the forefront with the First to the Top Act of 2010, which
was a reform plan on how the state would dramatically increase student learning
outcomes. The First to the Top reform emphasized teachers as the key to increasing
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student achievement. Tennessee’s First to the Top reform plan used student achievement
data as 50% of every teacher’s evaluation. Thirty-five percent would be based on student
growth measures using the Tennessee Value-Added System (TVAAS). Fifteen percent
would be based on student achievement scores. The remaining 50% would be based on
multiple data sources from state-approved models (Tennessee Department of Education,
2011-2012). This was a significant change for the Tennessee and required changes to the
law to make this type of use of value-added data allowable.
Measuring Teacher Effectiveness
The current education reform efforts to increase student proficiency on annual
assessments, align assessments to rigorous college and career ready standards, and
change the ways teachers are evaluated are metrics of teacher effectiveness. NCLB, Race
to the Top, and First to the Top, all used student achievement scores on annual tests as a
measure of effectiveness. Unlike NCLB, Race to the Top and First to the Top added
student growth data over time as another method of measuring teacher effectiveness.
Student growth data is only one method of measuring teacher effectiveness. Other
measures include: classroom observations, principal evaluations, instructional artifacts,
portfolios, teacher self-assessment measures, and student surveys (Goe et al., 2008).
Research on the multiple ways to measure teacher effectiveness is discussed below.
The Value-Added Model. The value-added model is used to determine the value
a teacher has added to a student’s achievement gain on standardized tests (Goe et al.,
2008). Student growth scores or value-added scores are determined using statistical
calculations of student test scores over multiple years. Teacher effectiveness is widely
measured by student achievement scores as well as growth scores (Tennessee Department
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of Education, 2010). The Tennessee Value-Added System (TVAAS) was designed to
measure the effectiveness of school systems, schools, and teachers (Sanders & Horn,
1998). Student test scores on annual assessments are linked to that student’s teacher and
school. The students’ scale scores over time represent their leaning patterns. Constant
growth in scale scores represent value being added. In contrast, declines signal lack of
growth (Sanders & Horn, 1998). A review of Tennessee Value-Added System (TVAAS)
data revealed that students who experienced 3 years of effective teachers reached higher
levels of achievement. As teacher effectiveness increased, below proficient students
benefited (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). Kupermintz (2003) and Lockwood et al. (2007)
cautioned against the use of TVAAS to determine teacher effectiveness as the accuracy
of the value-added model depends on the amount of data available on a particular teacher.
Teachers with a small amount of data are considered as effective as teachers with larger
amounts of data (Kupermintz, 2003). Lockwood et al. (2007) reported that teacher
effectiveness depends on the skills measured. The Value-Added Research Center
(VARC), housed in the Wisconsin Center for Education Research (WCER) at the
University of Wisconsin, found that value-added models can be designed to measure
student growth for subjects and grades not reported by NCLB as well as the productivity
of programs. Hence, value-added data can also be captured for teachers in Prekindergarten - 3rd grade, along with grades 4th – 12th. Furthermore, value-added systems
can identify trends in academic achievement across subgroups (Meyer, n.d.). The
Working Group on Teacher Quality (2007) suggested value-added measures should be
used in conjunction with teacher performance assessments, observations, and portfolios
as measures of teacher effectiveness.
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Classroom observations. Classroom observations are considered to be effective
for increasing student achievement. Classroom observations can provide information on
teacher and student behaviors and instructional practices (Goe et al., 2008). There were
mixed results across the literature. In a study of Cincinnati public schools, Milanowski
(2004) reported that the teachers’ observation scores could be accurately used to identify
which teachers had higher achieving students as compared to other teachers. Also,
Hoffman, Sailors, Duffy, and Beretvas (2004) reported on the validation of the TEX-IN3,
a research tool and protocol used to measure the quality of the literacy environment. The
researchers found that high ratings on the quality of the classroom literacy environment
correlated with student comprehension growth. In contrast, Gallagher (2004) found that
at Vaughn Elementary School in California teacher observation scores did not correlate to
student performance in mathematics. Gallagher (2004) suggested that observers trained in
reading may have given higher scores in math to teachers who had been considered
effective in reading. However, observations of literacy instruction did reveal significant
correlations between observation scores and reading achievement (Heneman,
Milanowski, Kimball, & Odden, 2006). Although there are mixed results and true
predictability is difficult to confirm, overall these samples suggest the strength of using
observation scores to predict student learning outcomes.
Formal teacher evaluations. Principal evaluations are one of the most common
methods used to measure teacher effectiveness. However, principal evaluations tend to be
more summative than formative; used for retention decisions rather than instructional
growth. Fewer than 8% of school districts, nationwide, indicated teacher evaluation
training for principals as required. Furthermore, protocols vary across districts (Goe et al.,
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2008). Harris and Sass (2010) found that principals’ evaluation ratings of teachers were
closely correlated to value-added scores and years serving a principal. Specifically,
principal evaluation ratings of teachers in elementary grades appeared to be more aligned
with growth scores than higher grades. According to Jacob and Lefgren (2007), principal
evaluation scores were predictive of teachers who produced students with the highest and
lowest gains. On the contrary, principal evaluation scores did not categorize teachers who
fell in the middle of the achievement range. For this reason, Jacob and Lefgren (2005)
warned against solely relying on principal evaluations to determine teacher performance.
In another study, Jacob and Lefgren (2005) found that principals had conscious or
unconscious bias against males and untenured teachers. Medley and Coker (1987) studied
the accuracy of multiple evaluators in measuring teacher effectiveness and found that
multiple principals did not vary in their ability to evaluate teacher performance. While the
literature reveals the pros and cons in using principal evaluations to determine teacher
effectiveness, in general, principal evaluations can be used as one of the tools to gauge
teacher effectiveness.
Instructional artifacts examinations. Instructional artifacts such as lesson plans,
student assignments, rubrics, and student work may also be used to measure teacher
effectiveness (Goe, 1998). The level of rigor in the teacher assignment and the quality of
subsequent student work has been tied to student achievement. Newman, Bryk, and
Nagaoka (2001) found this to be the case in Chicago Public Schools. In Illinois, annual
state assessments required students to have a command of vocabulary, think to solve
problems, construct knowledge, justify answers, apply new learning, expand their
understanding on topics, and communicate effectively. Engaging in assignments that
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fostered development of those skills led to increased student achievement (Newman et
al., 2001). Likewise, there were correlations between low-level teacher assignments and
low-level student work samples (Newman, Lopez, & Bryk, 1988). Similarly,
Matsumura, Garnier, Pascal, and Valdes (2002) reported that students who had been
engaged in assignments that required higher level thinking skills scored higher on the
reading subtest of the Stanford 9 assessment. Matsumura et al. (2006) found that
principals’ evaluations of instruction in reading comprehension closely aligned with
students’ sub scores on the Reading Comprehension SAT-10 assessment. Likewise, the
level of rigor in the math assignments correlated with scores on the Procedures part of the
SAT-10. The quality of the math instruction principals observed correlated with student
scores on the Procedures and Total Math sub scores (Matsumura et al., 2006). Based on
the literature, it can be argued that classroom artifacts, particularly teacher assignments,
are predictive measures of student-learning (Matsumura et al., 2002).
Student surveys. Student surveys can also be used to measure teacher
effectiveness. Student surveys gather students’ opinions about their teachers and their
instructional practices (Goe et al, 2008). Student surveys are routinely used in colleges to
measure the effectiveness of instructors. Students are in a position to disclose key
information related to teacher effectiveness (Kyriakides, 2005). Kyriakides (2005) found
that student ratings of their teachers were closely aligned with teacher value-added
growth scores. Comparatively, student surveys on teacher performance were highly
correlated to student learning outcomes on annual reading, language arts, and
mathematics assessments (Wilkerson, Manatt, Rogers, & Maughan, 2000). Students’
surveys can reveal instructional practices that occur in the classroom and how teachers
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interact with them. However, student surveys may not reveal teacher content knowledge
(Follman, 1992). Nevertheless, students feel that the relationship they have with their
teachers is important and has an effect on their learning (Evans, 2005).
With multiple ways to measure teacher effectiveness, no measure should be used
in isolation (Goe et al., 2008). NCLB, Race to the Top, and First to the Top, all used
student achievement scores on annual test as a measure of effectiveness. Other measures
include student growth data over time, classroom observations, principal evaluations,
instructional artifacts, and student surveys (Goe et al., 2008). All measures require
teachers to know and critically analyze their students’ data in order make the changes
needed to improve student academic outcomes.
Major Data Categories and Intersectional Data Analysis
The varying methods to measure teacher effectiveness all focus on the same
outcome of increasing student achievement. NCLB measures student achievement scores
on annual state assessments. Race to the Top and Tennessee’s First to the Top measure
achievement using a combination of annual state achievement data as well as student
growth data. Bernhardt (2003a) advocates that student achievement data must be
intersected with other data in order for student learning to occur; however, Shen and
Cooley (2008) found that school leaders rarely intersect data from multiple sources in
order to improve student learning. Without an intersectional analysis of —student
learning, demographic, perceptional, and school process data— student learning will not
be facilitated (Shen & Cooley, 2008). For example, at Archer Elementary, located in the
Midwest, over half of the 3rd graders failed to score proficient on the state assessment.
Once the staff broke the data down by gender and race, the analysis revealed one racial
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group scored lower than the others and had done so for several years. Further
disaggregation by teacher revealed that the lower scoring racial group had consistently
scored lower in particular teachers’ classes while other teachers with the same racial
group consistently scored proficient.
Intersecting the student learning, demographic and school process data with
perceptions data indicated that the students in the ethnic group who scored lower also felt
their teachers did not believe in them, treat them fairly, or praise them for their work.
Similarly, some teachers did not believe all students were capable of learning. The action
plans for this school involved staff changes, beginning of the year diagnostic tests, clear
learning objectives, and benchmarks to track progress (Bernhardt, 2003a). Essentially,
according to the research, student academic outcomes will not be improved without
knowledge and implementation of multiple data sources. This section will discuss the
four categories of data and provide critical details on intersectional data analysis as a
means to increase student learning outcomes.
Student learning data. The focus of every school is student learning; however,
student learning data alone does not tell teachers how to improve and meet the needs of
all students. Looking at student achievement data in isolation prevents educators from
identifying the factors that have a large impact on student learning (Bernhardt, 2003b).
Test scores will not describe students or indicate the qualities shared by high-achieving
students and low achievers (Bernhardt, 2000). While an analysis of student learning,
demographic, perceptional, and school process data is good, intersecting the categories
answers critical questions that identify the root causes of student learning outcomes
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(“Guide to using,” 2004). Such an analysis of the data will lead to improved learning
outcomes for all students.
The analysis of student achievement data is the primary lens for looking at all
other data (“Guide to using,” 2004). Bernhardt (2003b) identifies various measures of
student achievement, including standardized tests, norm-referenced tests, criterionreferenced test, and multiple others. Standardized tests are uniform in content,
administration, and scoring. Norm-referenced tests are also standardized, but are used to
compare student learning outcomes of a group against a representative sample of a group
whose results help create the scoring scale with which other scores are compared.
Criterion-referenced tests can also be standardized and compare a student’s performance
to the performance standard. Scores on criterion-referenced test identify the percentage of
students advanced, proficient, basic, below basic, and far below basic. Other measures
such as diagnostic tests and performance assessments help teachers identify where to
begin instruction and measure skills, knowledge, and ability. For example, a performance
assessment of writing is given to determine whether or not a student can write. The most
widely known assessment, letter grades, is used to measure performance on tasks. Letter
grades are often denoted by A, B, C, D, and F, with plus and minus signs (Bernhardt,
2004). While schools often use multiple assessments of student learning, rarely do
schools look at how the achievement measures are related to each other. Furthermore,
schools normally associate multiple measures with multiple types of academic
assessments, not demographic, perception, and school process data (Bernhardt, 2003b).
Demographic data. The second category, demographic data, describes the
context in which the school operates and helps identify trends among the students, staff,

28

school, and community (Bernhardt, 2003b). According to Bernhardt (2003b),
demographics tell the beginning of the story. Analyzing demographic data can tell a
school how well its past and current population has done as well as what the future
population may need in order to be served. There are multiple examples of demographic
data on students, staff, schools, and communities. A few examples of student
demographic data include: family structure, gender, race/ethnicity percentages,
free/reduced lunch percentages, language fluency, special education percentages, etc.
(Bernhardt, 2004). Examples of staff demographic data include: number of years
teaching, degrees earned, gender, and race. School demographic data include: history,
attendance area, location, type of school, safety/crime statistics, class sizes, after-school
programs, capacity/maintenance, and availability of supplies and resources. Community
demographic data include: location, history, economic base, population trends,
community resources, community involvement, and business partnerships (Bernhardt,
2004).
NCLB requires state assessment results be broken down by several of the
aforementioned demographic groups. Disaggregation into these subgroups helps to
identify if all students are achieving (Bernhardt, 2004). Bernhardt (2004) advocates that
student achievement, perception, and school process data be disaggregated by
demographic variables that affect student learning. Overall, as noted by Bernhard (2000),
it is important for schools to know such correlations in order to improve learning
outcomes for all students (Bernhardt, 2000).
Perceptions data. The third data category, perceptions data, refers to what
students, teachers, parents, and the communities think about the school. Perception data
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can indicate what motivates students to learn; what teachers feel are strengths and needs
of the school; what the community thinks about the school (“Guide to using,” 2004).
Perception data can be gathered from questionnaires, observations, interviews, and
surveys (Bernhardt, 2003b).
The perception data gathered from Lemon Middle School revealed surprising
beliefs among students, parents, and teachers regarding student ability, student work, test
scores, team work. Since people act according to how they believe, changing perceptions
means changing beliefs and actions (Bernhardt, 2000). In this example, perceptional data
shed light on possible reasons for low test scores. Hence, efforts to change perceptions
may affect student learning results. The Lemon Middle School example will be discussed
in more detail later in this chapter.
School process data. The fourth data category, school process data, refers to the
way the school operates. School process data can indicate if a school is designed to
achieve high student learning results. It is the only data category schools have control
over. For this reason, schools have to understand their school process data in order to
make the changes that will drive student academic success (Bernhardt, 2004).
There are various types of school process data ranging from school programs,
instructional strategies, and assessment strategies to student-to teacher personal
relationships, number of support personnel, and staff development (Bernhardt, 2000,
2004; “Guide to using,” 2004). Schools must create the processes that will get the results
they want. Schools can assess school process data by using a flow chart to identify
discrepancies; using rubrics to chart where a process is in relation to where it needs to be;
and curriculum mapping (Bernhardt, 2004).
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Intersectional data analysis. Shen and Cooley (2008) found that school leaders
rarely intersect data from multiple sources in order to improve student learning. For
example, Lemon Middle School experienced test scores in reading and math that had
been lower than in previous years. After only analyzing their student learning data, the
school assigned all students not proficient to intervention programs ranging from
remediation to after-school and summer school. Yet, their scores in reading and math did
not increase. Demographic data analysis revealed that the Lemon Middle School student
population was 60% Caucasian, 30% Hispanic, and 10% African American. The teachers
were 100% Caucasian and 80% female. After the number of veteran teaches were
decreased due to budget cuts, the staff had an average of six years of experience. The
math teachers had the fewest number of years teaching. The male principal was new, with
only three years at the school. In response to the low-test scores and inexperienced staff,
the district deployed specialists to support the school. A review of the perception data
gathered from surveys indicated that the students did not feel the teachers cared about or
believed they could do challenging work. The students also reported that school was
boring and teachers only cared about test scores. Parent surveys indicated a similar
sentiment that teachers did not believe in their children. The teacher survey indicated that
there was no sense of vision for the school, support, and/or collaboration. The teacher
survey also revealed a lack of trust from the district. The school process data indicated
that teachers re-taught the students who scored below proficient in the same way they had
been originally taught. Remediation was not based on individual student needs.
Furthermore, a solid understanding of the curriculum standards was missing. In response
to the student learning, demographic, perception, and school process data, the district
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allocated additional funds for the school to hire support to help facilitate a shared school
vision and implement structures to foster ongoing improvement. Teachers were
empowered to analyze their student data and implement action plans for improvement.
After a year of engaging in action plans based on analysis of intersectional demographic
data of student learning improved. Examining data from multiple data sources provides
schools with information on their present condition and what needs to be addressed in
order for improvement to occur (Bernhardt, 2004).
As previously discussed, intersecting data from multiple sources provides
information to identify root causes of student learning problems (Bernhardt, 2005). Data
can be intersected from two to four ways, with varying levels of analysis. Level 1
analysis involves looking at each of the four categories independently and in their present
condition: student learning, demographic, perception, and school process data. Level 2
builds upon Level 1 by reviewing data within each category over time. For example, a
school may look at achievement scores on annual state assessments over the past 3 years.
Level 3 analysis builds upon Level 2 by analyzing two or more variables within a
category. A school may look to see if last year’s state assessment scores are consistent
with report card grades and performance assessment scores. Level 4 analysis involves
two or more variables within a category over time. For example, over the past 5 years,
how have the scores in state assessments compared to the report card grades and
performance assessments? Level 5 involves the intersecting of two data categories, last
year’s scores on annual state assessments by race (student learning by demographics).
Level 6 includes intersecting two categories over time. A school may review the scores
on the annual state assessment by race over the past 5 years. Level 7 entails intersecting
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three data categories; student scores on annual assessments broken by race; student
responses on surveys are also broken down by race. By digging deeper, educators can
determine correlations between scores on annual state assessments and feelings about the
schools among each racial subgroup. Level 8 builds upon level 7 by looking at the three
categories over time. Level 9 is the intersection of all four data categories in their current
state. Educators may analyze the annual state achievement scores by race and program
involvement and compare it to survey results by race and program involvement.
Educators can determine differences between annual state achievement scores for African
Americans, who reported they did not feel their teachers believed they could do the work,
by their program involvement. In this example, educators can intersect all four measures
by analyzing student learning data by race, perceptions, and school processes (Bernhardt,
2003b). These examples illustrate the multitude of ways educators can use data from the
four categories to identify causes of student learning problems and improve academic
achievement.
Intersecting data promotes the development of action plans that lead to results.
For instance, more than half the 9th grade students at Canyon View High School did not
pass the state reading exam. Data analysis revealed that the majority of the students had
missed 30 or 40 days out of 180 or 17% to 22% of the year back in the first grade. This
district intervened by monitoring attendance in the early grades more closely and setting
up supports as a strategy to remove barriers to early school attendance (Bernhardt,
2003a). By intersecting student learning data by school process data, Calderon, a 15year teacher in New Jersey began assessing students using multiple measures of student
learning data, triangulating the results, and catering instruction to meet individual student
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needs. Her student learning outcomes were 100% proficient on the district’s literacy
assessments (Reilly, 2007). At Fort Pitt Elementary School writing assessment scores
revealed only 1% of 4th graders and 3% of 5th graders were proficient in writing. After
school processes were changed to promote student engagement in learning, the number of
4th graders proficient rose from 1% to 30% and 5th grade scores increased from 3% to
50% in one year (Hartmann, DeCicco, & Griffin 1994). All of these examples, reflect the
importance of the major data categories and how proper intersectional data analysis can
improve student academic gains.
Summary
Teacher awareness of their data and implementation of data-driven action plans to
improve academic achievement is critical in this era of greater accountability. The No
Child Left Behind Act, the Race to the Top program, and the other state sponsored
education reforms are looking to teachers and principals to improve student achievement.
Under the major federal changes, teacher effectiveness has been based on single data
source-- academic gains (Shen & Coley, 2008). The federally funded competitive grant,
Race to the Top, further exacerbated this definition of effective teachers, when it set on a
course to award states who evaluated teachers based on student achievement gains
(Tennessee Department of Education, 2010). Tennessee passed the First to the Top Act,
which required 50% of every teacher’s evaluation to be based on student academic data
(Tennessee Department of Education, 2010). However, as discussed in this chapter,
there are multitudes of data available to teachers to inform their teaching practices.
Example after example has shown that in order for student learning to improve, teachers
have to analyze student data from multiple sources (Bernhardt, 2003a). Intersecting these
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data sources allows teachers to identify the root causes of learning problems; as a result,
improving student academic achievement (Champion, 2005).
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology
Introduction
Chapter 3 details the methodology used in the study of teachers’ knowledge and
use of data to improve student achievement performance in high-priority schools that
moved to schools of good standing status. The methodology section addresses the
purpose of the study, research method, Delphi method, instruments, expert panel
selection and identification, and data collection and analysis. The chapter concludes with
a summary of findings.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine and build consensus around teachers’
knowledge and use of data to improve student achievement in former high-priority
schools that moved to schools of good standing. A panel of teachers from NCLB highpriority schools that made adequate yearly progress was asked to participate in a
structured survey that involved three consecutive rounds of questionnaires. The
responses reveal the data used in order to increase student academic performance and
move into good standing status.
Research Method
The researcher used a qualitative method approach in order to develop a consensus on
the knowledge and use of data needed in order to move schools that were once on the
NCLB high-priority list into schools of NCLB good standing status. According to
Creswell (2006), qualitative data involves open-ended information collected through
open-ended questions, observations, diaries, minutes of meetings, videotapes, and
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artifacts. In this study, the qualitative data collection consisted of open-ended questions
asked through a questionnaire. The data collection also involved a closed-ended checklist
in which participants were asked to respond to yes/no questions and a rating scale. The
goal was to develop expert consensus on the research topic. For this reason, the
researcher selected the Delphi method, a qualitative method approach, to provide a more
comprehensive and rich context for addressing the research questions below.
1. What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?
2. What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from NCLB highpriority schools use to move into NCLB good school status?
3. What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find were the greatest
barriers to accessing intersectional data?
4. What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools find the most useful to moving into NCLB good school status?
5. What was the role of the principal in facilitating this process?
Delphi Method
The Delphi technique was developed during the 1950s by the RAND Corporation
when the U.S. Air Force wanted expert opinions on the selection of the most
advantageous U.S. target system. Participants engaged in a series of concentrated
questionnaires with controlled feedback. The result was a group consensus based on
expert opinions (Rowe & Wright, 1999). The Delphi method has been used in almost 300
dissertations and theses, mainly in education and healthcare, but also in fields as diverse
as communications, public relations and scientific disciplines (Skulmoski, Hartman, &
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Krahn, 2007). Delphi studies fall into one of three categories: Process, Techniquecomparison, or Application. Process studies concentrate on logistics, such as the size of
the group and the role of feedback. Technique-comparison studies compare Delphi to
other methods of aggregating opinions. Application studies measure expert opinion on a
specific topic (Rowe & Wright, 1999). Its primary objective is to develop consensus
among a group of experts regarding a specific topic or area of interest. Since this study
sought to examine the opinions of teachers on the topic of data analysis as a tool to
improve academic outcomes, the Delphi method was determined to be most appropriate
for this study.
According to Rowe and Wright (1999), anonymity, repetition, group feedback,
and statistical aggregation responses are significant features associated with the Delphi
method, which facilitates consensus building. Questionnaires allow for anonymity since
participants have the chance to convey their opinions on a particular topic, free of
identification by the other participants. In subsequent rounds, participants are asked to
rate their level of agreement with other responses, without the pressure of being
influenced by the rank or position of the other participants (Rowe & Wright, 1999).
Several iterations or repetition allows participants the chance to modify previous
responses without apprehension, especially since the participants are anonymous.
Participants receive controlled group feedback from their unknown colleagues through
several rounds of questioning. Finally, the statistical aggregation of the group response is
achieved by presenting a summary of the experts’ responses as a mean or median value
(Rowe and Wright, 1999). In summary, through several rounds of questions, researchers
are able to collect and synthesize expert opinions on a particular topic and reach a degree
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of consensus. Respondents have the opportunity to anonymously respond to and evaluate
other viewpoints and refine their positions until there is agreement (Turoff, 1970). In this
study, the Delphi technique served as a structured way of collecting and finding
consensus among expert responses related to teachers’ knowledge and use of data to
improve student academic performance (“Delphi method,” n.d.).
Instrument
The Delphi technique used in this study involves three consecutive rounds of data
collection. Three instruments were developed to conduct the study, one for each round.
Each instrument included an introduction to the study, an overview of the Delphi method,
and the five research questions (see Appendices A, B, and C). In round three,
participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement (yes/no) for each research
question response. Participants were then asked to rate the degree of importance for the
responses marked for inclusion.
During round 1, participants were asked to respond to a series of research
questions distributed and returned via email. The researcher grouped responses from the
round one questionnaire into similar categories to create a comprehensive list of answers
and shared with the panel during round 2. For the second round, the panelists were given
the opportunity to change their answers based on the responses of the other anonymous
participants. Participants were allowed to make changes by marking through existing
words or phrases, adding new words or phrases, deleting entire responses, or adding new
responses. The responses were then returned to the researcher via email and the
researcher made the revisions to create the third and final round of survey questions.
Round 3, which consisted of the revised set of responses to the research questions were
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shared with the panel of experts. During this round, the participants were instructed to
review the list of responses for each question; indicate their level of agreement (yes/no)
regarding whether or not the item should remain within the category; indicate the level of
importance (Very Important, Important, Slightly Important, Unimportant) for each item
associated with the question; and if participants’ responses fall outside of the majority
opinions, they are asked to give reasons for their judgments (Rowe & Wright, 2007).
Finally, the researcher collected, analyzed, and finally synthesized the data to reach
consensus.
Participant Selection
The participants in this study included 14 teachers who were identified as
effective in improving student academic achievement in an urban mid-south Title I
school that was previously identified as a NCLB high-priority school during the 20062007 academic year. By the 2007-2008 academic year, the school had moved to a school
of good standing status and remained so in 2008-2009. The teachers were identified by
their principals as having the highest TVAAS scores in reading/language arts. The 20062009 school years were chosen because it provided a stable source of data for comparison
since there were no changes to the state achievement tests during those years. A list of
schools that met the criterion outlined above was identified from the Tennessee
Department of Education’s website (“Adequate yearly progress," n.d.)
It is well-documented that Delphi studies are not planned to produce statistically
significant results, but the viewpoints of a defined group of experts. Hence, the number of
participants is often small (European Commission, 2006). When a group is homogenous,
a smaller sample of 10 to 15 may yield adequate results. On the other hand, a much larger
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sample may be needed if the group is heterogeneous. For these reasons, the teachers
selected for this study all teach reading/language arts in state-tested grades in former
high-priority schools located in the same urban area and same school district. All 14 of
the teachers selected were assigned a numerical position from 1-14.
Data Collection and Analysis
The intent of this study was to examine teachers’ knowledge and use of data to
improve student achievement performance in high-priority schools that moved to schools
of good standing status. More specifically, the research focused on the perceptions of
“effective teachers” who had moved their school out of the school improvement category
of No Child Left Behind by improving the academic performance of their students. The
Delphi method was a structured way of collecting expert opinions related to the research
questions. Permission to conduct the study was granted by the school district and the
University of Memphis Institutional Review Board.
The researcher used the Delphi technique to categorize the responses of experts
to develop a consensus on the knowledge and use of data to improve student performance
in high-priority schools that moved to schools of good standing status. Round 1survey
questions were originally sent to 12 participants. Due to delayed responses, additional
volunteers were recruited in order to ensure the study included 12 participants. Fourteen
volunteers responded to the request to participate in the study. No volunteers were denied
participation; as a result, round 1 and round 2 included 14. By round 3, only 12
participants remained. The data analysis for each Delphi round is described below.
Round 1 Analysis. The first round of the Delphi procedure consisted of openended questions, giving participants the chance to convey their opinions. The researcher
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examined the responses in round one in order to identify categories. The responses to
each question was coded by participant number and research question number and
grouped into categories to create the responses for round 2 survey items. Each category
that emerged from the response of the Delphi participants became a survey item in the
Round 2 questionnaire (Skulmoski et al., 2007). In order to determine how responses
would be grouped into categories, the researcher looked for responses that fell within
Bernhardt’s four main categories of data: student learning, demographic, school process,
and perceptional data (2004). Within each of those categories were examples of multiple
responses (Bernhardt, 2004). The researcher attempted to align similar participant
responses into categories/themes which became the round 2 questionnaire.
Round 2 analysis. The questionnaire that emerged from the responses in round
one allowed the participants to view the opinions of others in the study, while also
reflecting on their responses. Participants were asked to review a list of responses for
each question and to make any changes by marking through existing words, adding new
words, deleting responses, or adding new responses. Participants had the chance to
modify previous responses. The researcher revised the responses to the questionnaire
according to modifications proposed by the participants. Any newly added responses
were coded by participant number and research question number and categorized. These
responses produced the round three questionnaire (Pruitt, 2009).
Round 3 analysis. After viewing the revised responses to the round the
questionnaire, participants were instructed to indicate their level of agreement (yes/no)
regarding whether or not a response should remain within the category. Then participants
were asked to rate the level of importance for each of the responses associated with the
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question. Frequencies and percentages were calculated for the yes/no responses and the
Level of Importance rating (Rowe & Wright, 1999). The results indicated a level of
agreement or disagreement and importance ranking on the expert responses for each of
the five research questions.
The Delphi method does not require a certain number for consensus. There will be
multiple perspectives. The researcher will report on the varying levels in chapter 4. This
study will report consensus as 100% agreement. In chapter 5, the researcher will only
report on those responses with 100% consensus.
Summary
Chapter 3 described the methodology that was used in this study. It included a
discussion of the purpose of the study, research method, an explanation and justification
for the use of the Delphi method as the research instrument, a description of the
participants and the participant selection process, and the collection and an overview of
the data collection and analysis. Chapter 4 analyzes and disseminates the findings
obtained from the questionnaires collected. Chapter 5 summarizes the findings and
conclusions, discusses implications of the study, and recommends future study.
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Chapter 4
Report of Findings
Introduction
As stated in the previous chapter, the purpose of this study was to examine teachers’
knowledge and use of data to improve student achievement performance in high-priority
schools that moved to schools of good standing status. More specifically, the research
focused on the perceptions of “effective teachers” who had moved their school out of the
school improvement category of No Child Left Behind by improving the academic
performance of their students. This chapter is designed to provide an overview of the
study, a brief description of the instrument used to collect the data, and the results of the
data analysis. The results are organized by the five research questions posed in Chapter 1
grouped by rounds.
The Delphi method was selected as the most appropriate instrument for this study
because it is a structured way of collecting expert opinion and developing group
consensus on the five research questions below:
1. What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?
2. What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from NCLB highpriority schools use to move into NCLB good school status?
3. What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find were the greatest
barriers to accessing intersectional data?
4. What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools find the most useful to moving into NCLB good school status?
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5. What was the role of the principal in facilitating this process?
The first round of the Delphi procedure consisted of open-ended questions, giving
participants the chance to convey their opinions on a particular topic, free of
identification by the other participants being asked the same questions (Rowe et al.,
1999). The researcher examined the responses in Round 1 in order to identify categories.
The responses to each question were coded by participant number and research question
number and grouped into categories to create the Round 2 survey items. Each category
that emerged from the opinions of the Delphi participants became a survey item in the
Round 2 questionnaire (Skulmoski et al., 2007).
Round 1: Results
The results of Round 1 were reported by the participant responses to each of the
five research questions. Data summary tables of the results for each question are provided
in Tables 1-5. The following is a summary of the actual responses to each research
question as a result of the Delphi Round 1 process.
Question 1. What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?
The 14 participants provided a total of 78 responses to Question 1 (see Table 1).
There were 17 key categories that emerged from the responses. The five most common
categories/themes by the number of participant responses (as noted in parentheses) were:
(a) academic achievement data from yearly state assessments, district quarterly
assessments, school-created assessments, and the teacher-created common weekly
assessments (30 responses), (b) instructional strategies on how to improve student
achievement for all students (16 responses), (c) parental and community involvement (5
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responses), (d) intervention plan for each student (5 responses), and (e) student
attendance (4 responses).
Each of the following categories had one response: (a) classroom grades, (b)
school survey results, (c) specific performance indicators (SPIs) tested for current and
previous grades, (d) accountability from students, (e) teacher-student relationship, (f)
professional development for teachers, and (g) culture and climate of the school.
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Table 1
Research Question 1: Summary of Round 1 Responses Grouped by Emergent Categories
for Round 2 Survey Items

Research Question 1: What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?

Number of expert
Emergent Categories for Round
responses in
2 Survey Items
category (frequency)

Number of
experts whose
response was
grouped in this
category

% of experts
whose response
was grouped in
this category

Academic Achievement Data

30

13

93%

Instructional Strategies

16

6

43%

Student Growth Predictions

2

1

7%

Student Attendance

4

4

29%

Student Learning Styles
Parental and Community
Involvement

2

2

14%

5

3

21%

Intervention Plans

5

1

7%

Classroom Grades

1

1

7%

School Survey Results

1

1

7%

Strength of Faculty
Proficiency Goals Aligned with
TCAP

3

3

21%

2

2

14%

Specific Performance Indicators

1

1

7%

Student Accountability

1

1

7%

Teacher-Student Relationship
Teacher Professional
Development

1

1

7%

1

1

7%

Cumulative Academic Records

2

2

14%

School Culture and Climate

1

1

7%
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Question 2. What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from NCLB
high-priority schools use to move into NCLB good school status?
There were a total of 83 participant responses to Research Question 2 (see Table
2). There were 19 key categories that emerged from the responses. The five most
common categories/ themes by the number of participant responses (as noted in
parentheses) were: (a) SPI tracker/data on student performance per specific performance
indicators (23 responses), (b) instructional strategies (16 responses), (c) intervention
plans (14 responses), (d) data team meetings (5 responses), (e) school culture and climate
(4 responses).
Each of the following categories had one response: (a) classroom grades, (b)
student growth predictions, (c) set goals for each assessment, (d) modeling by the
instructional leader, (e) identifying students with special needs, (f) team-based leadership
approach, (g) policies, and (h) demographic data.
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Table 2
Research Question 2: Summary of Round 1 Responses Grouped by Emergent Categories
for Round 2 Survey Items
Research Question 2: What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from
NCLB high-priority schools use to move into NCLB good school status?

Number of expert
responses in
category
(frequency)

Number of
experts whose
response was
grouped in this
category

% of experts
whose
response
was grouped
in this
category

23

14

100%

Instructional strategies

16

5

36%

Intervention plans

14

6

43%

Classroom grades

1

1

7%

Student attendance

2

2

14%

Student growth predictions

1

1

7%

Data team meetings
Teacher's self-reflection of
effectiveness
Standard goals for each
assessment
Rigorous sample test
questions for assessments and
question analysis

5

2

14%

2

2

14%

1

1

7%

4

1

7%

School culture and climate
Parental and community
involvement
Modeling by instructional
leader
Identifying special-need
students

4

1

7%

3

2

14%

1

1

7%

1

1

7%

Unannounced observations

2

2

14%

Strength of Faculty

2

2

14%

Team-based leadership

1

1

7%

Policies
Demographic data

1
1

1
1

7%
7%

Emergent Categories for
Round 2 Survey Items
Student Performance
Indicator tracker
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Question 3. What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find were the
greatest barriers to accessing intersectional data?
There were a total of 26 participant responses to Research Question 3 (see Table
3). There were 17 key categories that emerged from the responses. The most common
categories/themes by the number of participant responses (as noted in parentheses) were
how to manage and use data (4 responses). The following six categories had two
responses each: (a) timely delivery of student assessment data needed to plan, (b) time to
retrieve data, (c) lack of access to student assessment data from feeder school, (d)
parental involvement, (e) disconnect between district assessment results and state
assessment results, and (f) teacher dedication.
Each of the following categories had one response: (a) learning how to use tools
to score tests, (b) learning how to access assessment data from websites, (c) lack of
student growth scores from feeder schools, (d) student ownership, (e) professional
development on rigor for lessons and assessments, (f) measuring teacher effectiveness on
students who transfer before the test, (g) preparation level of students who transfer in
during the year, (h) finding test questions that are aligned to state assessments, (i)
effective strategies for students not progressing, and (j) student perceptional data.
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Table 3
Research Question 3: Summary of Round 1 Responses Grouped by Emergent Categories
for Round 2 Survey Items
Number of
expert responses
in category
(frequency)

Number of
experts whose
response was
grouped in this
category

% of experts
whose
response was
grouped in
this category

1

1

7%

1

1

7%

Time to retrieve data
Lack of access to student assessment
data from feeder schools

2

2

14%

2

2

14%

Lack of student data

1

1

14%

Parental involvement

2

2

14%

Teacher dedication

2

2

14%

Student ownership
PD on rigor for lessons and
assessment
Measuring teacher effectiveness on
students who transfer before the test
Disconnect between district
assessment and state assessment
results

1

1

7%

1

1

7%

1

1

7%

2

2

14%

How to manage and use data
Timely delivery of student
assessment data needed to plan
Preparation level of students who
transfer in during the year
Finding test questions that aligned to
state assessment
Effective instructional strategies for
students not progressing

4

2

14%

2

2

14%

1

1

7%

1

1

14%

1

1

14%

Student perceptional data

1

1

7%

Emergent Categories for Round 2
Survey Items
Learning how to use tools to score
tests
Learning how to access assessment
data from websites
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Question 4. What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from NCLB highpriority schools find the most useful to moving into NCLB good school status?
There were a total of 49 participant responses to Research Question 4 (see Table
4). There were 11 key categories that emerged from the responses. There were four
common categories/themes that emerged. The most common categories by the number of
participant responses (as noted in parentheses) were: (a) use of assessment scores from
yearly state assessment, district assessments, school-created mock assessments, and
teacher-created common assessments (23 responses), (b) research-based instructional
strategies (11 responses), (c) interventions (6 responses), and (d) creating rigorous test
questions for assessments and analyzing the questions (2 responses).
Each of the remaining categories had only one response: (a) student growth
predictions, (b) demographic information, (c) knowing the learning disabilities of
students, (d) team-based approach, (e) student attendance, (f) strength of faculty, and (g)
knowing the number of items per category.
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Table 4
Research Question 4: Summary of Round 1 Responses Grouped by Emergent Categories
for Round 2 Survey Items

Emergent Categories for Round 2
Survey Items

Number of
expert responses
in category
(frequency)

Number of
experts whose
response was
grouped in
this category

% of experts
whose
response
was grouped
in this
category

Use of scores from annual assessments

23

12

86%

Student growth predictions
Rigorous sample test questions for
assessments and question analysis

1

1

7%

2

1

7%

Interventions

6

2

14%

Research-based instructional strategies

11

2

14%

Demographic information
Knowing the learning disabilities of
students

1

1

7%

1

1

7%

Team-based approach

1

1

7%

Student attendance

1

1

7%

Strength of faculty
Knowing the number of items per
category

1

1

7%

1

1

7%

Question 5. What was the role of the principal in facilitating this process?
There were a total of 37 participant responses to Research Question 5 (see Table
5). There were 11 key categories that emerged from the responses. The five most
common categories/themes by the number of participant responses (as noted in
parentheses) were: (a) having knowledge on how to access data, identify areas of need,
and lead data meeting (10 responses), (b) provide professional development for teachers
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(6 responses), (c) provide resources (5 responses), (d) improve culture and climate (5
responses), and (e) set expectations (3 responses).
Each of the following categories had one response: (a) increase parental
involvement, (b) develop incentive programs for improvement, (c) promote interventions,
and (d) allow teachers time to develop assessments.
Table 5
Research Question 5: Summary of Round 1 Responses Grouped by Emergent Categories
for Round 2 Survey Items

Emergent Categories for Round 2
Survey Items
Knowledge of how to access data,
identify areas of need, and lead data
meetings
Match students needs with strengths
of faculty
Provide resources
Provide professional development
for teachers
Increase parental involvement
Share research-based instructional
strategies

Number of
expert responses
in category
(frequency)

Number of
experts whose
response was
grouped in this
category

% of experts
whose
response was
grouped in
this category

10

7

50%

2
5

2
5

14%
36%

6
1

3
1

21%
7%

2

2

14%

5
3

5
2

36%
14%

1
1

1
1

7%
7%

1

1

7%

Improve culture and climate
Set expectations
Develop incentive programs for
improvement
Promote interventions
Allow teachers time to develop
assessments
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Round 1 Summary. As seen in Tables 1 through 5, participants’ responses to
Research Questions 1-5 resulted in a total of 75 items to be included on the Round 2
survey. These items were distributed across the research questions accordingly: Question
1 = 17 items, Question 2 = 19 items, Question 3 = 17 items, Question 4 = 11, and
Question 5 = 11 items. The five most common categories/themes (as noted for each
research question) were: (a) academic achievement data from yearly state assessments,
district quarterly assessments, school-created assessments, and teacher-created common
weekly assessments (Question 1), (b) SPI tracker/data on student performance by specific
performance indicators (Question 2), (c) how to use and manage data (Question 3), (d)
use of assessment scores from yearly state assessments, district quarterly assessments,
school-created assessments, and teacher-created common weekly assessments (Question
4), and have knowledge on how to access data, identify areas of need, and lead data
meetings (Question 5).
Round 2: Results
In the second round, collected responses to the five research questions from all
participants were grouped into similar categories to form the Round 2 survey items.
Survey 2 was emailed to all participants with instructions to review the responses for
each question and make any changes by marking through existing words, adding new
words, deleting responses, or adding new responses. Summary tables of the final results
for each question are provided in Tables 6-10. The following is a summary of the actual
responses to each research question as a result of the Delphi Round 2 process.
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Question 1. What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?
The 14 participants provided a total of 17 changes to the 17 survey items in
Question 1 (see Table 6). Eleven were revisions, three were additions, and three were
deletions. The survey items with the most recommended revisions were: (a) parental and
community involvement, (b) intervention plan for each student, and (c) culture and
climate of the school. There were three additional items that emerged from the participant
responses: (a) curriculum guides, SPIs, and outcomes, (b) tutors that are available, and (c)
mastery of skills. The items recommended for deletion were: (a) student growth
predictions, (b) school survey results, and (c) cumulative records. There were four items
with no recommended changes.
Responses were merged by the researcher when a participant’s response had
already been restated within another participant’s response. The researcher merged two of
the items into recommended revisions. “Student learning styles” was merged into the
following item: Instructional strategies which focus on students’ learning styles and goals
in order to improve student achievement for all students. “Classroom grades” was merged
into the following statement: academic achievement data from various assessments which
include grades and accountability from students. The recommended changes for “parental
and community involvement” resulted in two survey items: (a) cultural and climate of the
school which includes parental and community involvement and (b) more parental
involvement beyond school to reinforce skills, concepts to review weekly. The revised
items resulting from Round 2, Question 1 are provided in Table 6.

56

Table 6
Summary of Round 2 Participant Revision, Additions, and Deletions to Research
Question 1
Research Question 1: What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB highpriority schools believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school
status?
Revised Items

Academic achievement data from various assessments which include grades and
accountability from students
Instructional strategies which focus on students’ learning styles and goals in order
to improve student achievement for all students
Student growth predictions
Student attendance
Culture and climate of the school which includes parental and community
involvement
More parental involvement beyond school to reinforce skills, concepts to review
weekly
Intervention plan for each below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced student
that really caters to what each child needs.
School survey results
Strength of faculty
Set proficiency goals for common assessments that were aligned with and higher
than TCAP
SPIs tested for current and previous grade levels
Hold each student accountable for their achievement so that they feel self-worth
Teacher-student relationships that are like mother-child relationships
Professional development to promote effective teachers
Cumulative records
Know what your students have to deal with at home so that you can better
understand
Items Added by Participants

Curriculum guides- SPIs, Outcomes
Tutors that are available
Mastery of skills
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Question 2. What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from NCLB
high-priority schools use to move into NCLB good school status?
The 14 participants provided a total of 11 changes to the 19 survey items in
Question 2 (see Table 7). Seven were revisions, one was an addition, and three were
deletions. The survey item with the most recommended revisions was “instructional
strategies.” This survey item was changed to the following statement: Instructional
strategies that are differentiated to meet the various learning styles, strengths, and
weaknesses of students. One item was added: professional development for improvement
of strategies. The items recommended for deletion were: classroom grades, (b) student
growth predictions, and (c) teacher reflections on their effectiveness. There were 11
items with no recommended changes. The revised items resulting from Round 2,
Question 2 are listed in Table 7.
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Table 7
Summary of Round 2 Participant Revision, Additions, and Deletions to Research
Question 2
Research Question 2: What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers
from NCLB high-priority schools use to move into NCLB good school status?
Revised Items

SPI tracker indicating student performance by SPI on district quarterly
assessment, teacher created test, common weekly assessment, teacher
observation
Instructional strategies that are differentiated to meet the various learning styles,
strengths, and weaknesses of students
Intervention plans and tutors
Classroom grades
Attendance
Student growth predictions
Data team meetings
Teachers' reflections on their effectiveness
At the start of the lesson tell students what the learning goal is for the assessment
and allow them to choose different ways of getting there
Create rigorous test questions for assessments and analyze the questions
School culture and climate
Parental and community involvement
Modeling by instructional leader
Professional development to promote effective teachers
Identify students with special needs and know what they are capable of achieving
Unannounced observations
Strength of faculty
Team-based leadership
Policies
Demographics
Items Added by Participants

Professional development for improvement of strategies
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Question 3. What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find were the
greatest barriers to accessing intersectional data?
The 14 participants provided a total of 6 changes to the 17 survey items in
Question 3 (see Table 8). One was a revision and five were deletions. There were no
additions. The survey item recommended for revision was “parental involvement.” This
recommendation did not result in a change in the wording. The items recommended for
deletion were: (a) student ownership, (b) measuring teacher effectiveness on students
who transfer before the test, (c) disconnect between district assessment results and state
assessment results, (d) finding test questions that are aligned to the state assessment, and
(e) student perceptional data. There were 11 items with no recommended changes. The
revised items resulting from Round 2, Question 3 are listed in Table 8.
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Table 8
Summary of Round 2 Participant Revision, Additions, and Deletions to Research
Question 3
Research Question 3: What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find
were the greatest barriers to accessing intersectional data?
Revised Items

Learning how to use technological tools to score tests
Learning how to access assessment data from websites
Time to retrieve data
Lack of access to student assessment data from feeder schools
Lack of student growth data for some students
Parent involvement
Teacher dedication
Student ownership
PD on rigor for lessons and assessments
Measuring teacher effectiveness on students who transfer before the test
Disconnect between district assessment results and state assessment results
How to manage and use data
Timely delivery of student assessment data needed to plan
Professional development to promote effective teachers
Preparation level of students who transfer in during the year
Finding test questions that aligned to state assessment
Effective instructional strategies for students not progressing
Student perceptional data
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Question 4. What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from NCLB highpriority schools find the most useful to moving into NCLB good school status?
The 14 participants provided a total of 12 changes to the 11 survey items in
Question 4 (see Table 9). Five were revisions, six were additions, and one was a deletion.
The survey item with the most revision was “interventions.” This survey item was
changed to the following statement: Interventions that really work and are implemented
with fidelity and consistency by staff. Include tutors in the interventions. The items
recommended for addition were: (a) curriculum guide, (b) professional development, (c)
TCAP sample booklets and Coach workbooks, (d) use of Pearson website (sample test
questions), (e) knowing the strengths and weaknesses of each student individually at any
given time, and (f) effectiveness of behavioral programs. The item recommended for
deletion was “demographic information.” There were six items with no recommended
changes. The revised items resulting from Round 2, Question 4 are listed in Table 9.
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Table 9
Summary of Round 2 Participant Revision, Additions, and Deletions to Research
Question 4
Research Question 4: What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from
NCLB high-priority schools find were the most useful to moving into NCLB
good standing status?
Revised Items

Use of assessment scores from yearly state assessments, district assessments,
school-created mock assessments, and teacher-created common assessments
Student growth prediction
Creating rigorous test questions for assessments and analyzing the questions
Interventions that really work and are implemented with fidelity and consistency
by staff. Include tutors in interventions
Research-based instructional strategies, including improving achievement at
different ability levels
Demographic information
Knowing the learning disabilities of students
Team-based approach/Team and Grade Level Meetings
Creating incentives for student attendance at the beginning of the school year
Strength of faculty
Knowing the number of items per category
Items Added by Participants

Curriculum guides
Professional development
TCAP sample booklets and Coach Workbooks
Use of Pearson Website (sample test questions)
Knowing the strengths and weaknesses of each student individually at any given
time
Effectiveness of behavioral programs
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Question 5. What was the role of the principal in facilitating this process?
The 14 participants provided a total of 10 changes to the 11 survey items in
Research Question 5 (see Table 10). Nine were revisions and one was an addition. There
were no deletions. The item with the most recommended revision was “allow teachers
time to develop assessments.” This item was changed to the following statement: Provide
uninterrupted common planning time for teachers to develop assessments. One item was
added: Mediating between district instructional initiatives and school initiatives to avoid
duplicity. There were six survey items with no recommended changes. The revised items
resulting from Round 2, Question 5 are listed in Table 10.
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Table 10
Summary of Round 2 Participant Revision, Additions, and Deletions to Research
Question 5
Research Question 5: What was the role of the principal in facilitating this
process?
Revised Items

Access data, identify areas of need, conduct data meeting
Match student needs with strength of teachers
Provide resources for teachers to develop lessons
Provide professional development for teachers
Increase parental involvement
Share researched based instructional strategies
Improve culture and climate
Set expectations and motivate
Develop incentive programs to improve student achievement, attendance, and
behavior
Promote and carryout intervention
Provide uninterrupted common planning time for teachers to develop assessments
Items Added by Participants
Mediating between district instructional initiatives and school initiatives to avoid
duplicity

Round 2 Summary. As seen in Tables 6 through 10, participants’ responses to
Research Questions 1-5 resulted in a total of 85 items to be included on the Round 3
survey. These items were distributed across the research questions accordingly: Question
1 = 19 items, Question 2 = 20 items, Question 3 = 17 items, Question 4 = 17, and
Question 5 = 12 items. Research questions 1 through 5 resulted in 33 revisions, which
were submitted by 43% or six of the 14 participants. Research questions 1-5 resulted in
11 additional items, which were submitted by 43% or six of the 14 participants.
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Questions 1 through 5 resulted in 12 items recommended for deletion, which were
submitted by 7% or one of the 14 participants. There were 38 items in Round 2 with no
recommendations for changes.
Round 3: Results
The third and final round of the Delphi process involved the collection of
responses to the five research questions. After viewing the revised responses in the
Round 3 questionnaire, participants were instructed to indicate their level of agreement
(Yes/No) regarding whether or not an item should remain within the category and rate
the level of importance for each item associated with the question. This was the final
stage in the development of a consensus on the knowledge and use of data to improve
student achievement performance in high-priority schools that moved to schools of good
standing status. During this round, two participants failed to respond to the survey
decreasing the total participant count from 14 to 12.
Question 1. What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?
There were a total of 19 survey items for Research Question 1 (see Table 11). The
12 remaining participants all agreed that 8 of the 19 items should remain on the survey,
which means that 42% of the items received 100% participant support. The items with
100% participant agreement were: (a) academic achievement data from various
assessments which include grades and accountability from students, (b) mastery of skills,
(c) student attendance, (d) instructional strategies which focus on students’ learning styles
and goals in order to improve student achievement for all students, (e) hold each student
accountable for their achievement so that they feel self-worth, (f) set proficiency goals for
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common assessments that were aligned with and higher than TCAP, (g) curriculum
guides- SPIs, outcomes, and (h) professional development to promote effective teachers
All participants agreed that they believed these data sources were needed to move into
NCLB good standing status.
The following eight survey items received support ranging from 9 to 11 out of the
12 participants (a) intervention plan for each below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced
student that really caters to what each child needs (b) parental involvement beyond
school to reinforce skills and review concepts, (c) culture and climate of the school which
includes parental and community involvement, (d) tutors that are available, (e) student
growth predictions, (f) Know what your students have to deal with at home so that you
can better understand them, (g) strengths of faculty, and (h) SPI tested for current and
previous grade levels. While these items did not receive 100% support, 75% to 91.7% of
the participants supported the inclusion of these eight items.
There were 11 survey items that did not receive 100% support as items to keep in
the survey. Of those 11, three received the most agreement as items to be excluded in the
survey. Nine of the 12 participants or 75% agreed that “school survey results” should not
be kept in the survey. Six of the 12 participants or 50% agreed that “teacher-student
relationships that are like mother-child relationships” should not be kept. Five out of 12
or 41% agreed that “cumulative records” were also not needed.
There is a correlation between the participants’ ranking of importance and
participants’ agreement on items to remain as part of the survey. The items with the
highest participant agreement as items to be kept also ranked high in level of importance.
The items ranked as very important and the percentage of participants (as noted in
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parentheses) were: (a) academic achievement data from various assessments which
include grades and accountability from students (91.7%), (b) mastery of skills (91.7%),
(c) student attendance (83%), (d) Instructional strategies which focus on students’
learning styles and goals in order to improve student achievement for all students (75%),
(e) hold each student accountable for their achievement so that they feel self-worth
(75%), (f) Set proficiency goals for common assessments that were aligned with and
higher than TCAP (75%), and (g) intervention plan for each below basic, basic,
proficient, and advanced student that really caters to what each child needs (75%).
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Table 11 Research Question 1: Round 3 Responses Ranked by Level of Importance
Level of Importance*
Item #
1

19
4
2

12
10

7

17
6
14
9
11
5

3
18
16

15
13
8

Responses

Yes
12

No
0

3
11

2
1

1
0

0
0

Mastery of skills
Student attendance
Instructional strategies which focus on
students’ learning styles and goals in
order to improve student achievement
for all students
Hold each student accountable for their
achievement so that they feel self-worth

12
12
12

0
0
0

11
10
9

1
1
3

0
1
0

0
0
0

12

0

9

3

0

0

Set proficiency goals for common
assessments that were aligned with and
higher than TCAP
Intervention plan for each below basic,
basic, proficient, and advanced student
that really caters to what each child
needs.
Curriculum guides- SPIs, Outcomes
Parental involvement beyond school to
reinforce skills and review concepts
Professional development to promote
effective teachers
Strengths of faculty
SPIs tested for current and previous
grade levels
Culture and climate of the school which
includes parental and community
involvement
Student growth predictions
Tutors that are available
Know what your students have to deal
with at home so that you can better
understand them
Cumulative records
Teacher-student relationships that are
like mother-child relationships
School survey results

12

0

9

2

1

0

11

1

9

2

1

0

12
10

0
2

8
8

3
1

1
1

0
2

12

0

7

5

0

0

9
9

3
3

6
6

4
1

2
5

0
0

10

2

3

7

2

0

10
10
10

2
2
2

2
1
2

3
4
3

7
5
7

0
2
0

7
6

5
6

1
1

4
5

5
1

2
5

3

9

0

1

7

4

Academic achievement data from
various assessments which include
grades and accountability from students

* Scale 3 - Very Important 2 - Important 1 - Slightly Important 0 - Unimportant
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Question 2. What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from NCLB
high-priority schools use to move into NCLB good school status?
There were a total of 20 survey items for Research Question 2 (see Table 12). The
12 participants agreed that six of the 20 items should remain on the survey, which means
that 30% of the items received 100% participant support. The six items with 100%
participant agreement were: (a) instructional strategies that are differentiated to meet the
various learning styles, strengths, and weaknesses of students, (b) SPI tracker indicating
student performance by SPI on district quarterly assessment, teacher created test,
common weekly assessment, teacher observation, (c) create rigorous test questions for
assessments and analyze the questions, (d) attendance, (e) identify students with special
needs and know what they are capable of achieving, and (f) data team meetings. All
participants agreed that they used these intersectional data analysis practices to move into
NCLB good standing status.
The following nine survey items received support ranging from 9 to 11 of the 12
participants: (a) team-based leadership approach, (b) intervention plans and tutors, (c)
teacher reflections on their effectiveness, (d) strength of faculty, (e) parental and
community involvement, (f) modeling by instructional leader, (g) school culture and
climate, (h) professional development for improvement of strategies, and (i) at the start of
the lesson tell students what the learning goal is for the assessment and allow them to
choose different ways of getting there. While these items did not receive 100% support,
75% to 91.7% of the participants supported the inclusion of these nine items.
There were 14 survey items that did not receive 100% support as items to keep in
the survey. Of the 14, three items received the most agreement as items to be excluded
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from the survey. Eight of the participants or 67% agreed that “unannounced
observations” should not be kept in the survey. Six of the 12 participants or 50% agreed
that “classroom grades and “demographic data” should not be kept.
There is a correlation between the participants’ ranking of importance and
participants’ agreement on items to remain as part of the survey. The items with the
highest participant agreement as items to be kept ranked high in level of importance. The
items ranked as very important and the percentage of participants (as noted in
parentheses) were: (a) instructional strategies that are differentiated to meet the various
learning styles, strengths, and weaknesses of students (92%), (b) SPI tracker indicating
student performance by SPI on district quarterly assessment, teacher created test,
common weekly assessment, teacher observation (83%), (c) create rigorous test questions
for assessments and analyze the questions (83%), (d) attendance (83%), and (e) identify
students with special needs and know what they are capable of achieving (75%).
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Table 12
Research Question 2: Round 3 Responses Ranked by Level of Importance
Level of Importance*
Item #

2

1

10
5
14
12
13
7
17
3
8
11
9

16
20
18
4
6
19
15

Responses
Instructional strategies that are
differentiated to meet the various learning
styles, strengths, and weaknesses of
students.

Yes
12

No
0

3
10

2
1

1
0

0
0

SPI tracker indicating student performance
by spi on district quarterly assessment,
teacher created test, common weekly
assessment, teacher observation
Create rigorous test questions for
assessments and analyze the questions

12

0

10

2

0

0

12

0

10

2

0

0

Attendance
Identify students with special needs and
know what they are capable of achieving
Parental and community involvement
Modeling by Instructional leader
Data team meetings
Team-based leadership approach
Intervention plans and tutors
Teacher reflections on their effectiveness
School culture and climate
At the start of the lesson tell students what
the learning goal is for the assessment and
allow them to choose different ways of
getting there
Strength of faculty
Professional development for improvement
of strategies
Policies
Classroom grades
Student growth predictions
Demographic data
Unannounced observations

12
12

0
0

4

5

1

2

9

3

0

0

10
10
12
11
11
11
10
9

2
2
0
1
1
1
2
3

8
7
6
6
5
5
5
5

0
2
3
3
5
4
4
3

3
2
3
1
2
3
2
2

1
1
0
2
0
0
1
1

11
10

1
2

4
4

5
5

3
1

0
0

8
6
9
6
4

4
6
3
6
8

3
3
2
2
1

3
2
2
1
0

3
5
7
5
5

3
2
1
3
5

* Scale 3 - Very Important 2 - Important 1 - Slightly Important 0 - Unimportant
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Question 3. What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find were the
greatest barriers to accessing intersectional data?
There were a total of 17 survey items for Research Question 3 (see Table 13). The
12 participants agreed that seven of the 17 items should remain on the survey, which
means that 41% of the items received 100% participant support. The seven items with
100% participant agreement were: (a) student ownership, (b) how to manage and use
data, (c) finding test questions that aligned to state assessments, (d) effective instructional
strategies for students not progressing, (e) timely delivery of student assessment data
needed to plan, (f) professional development on rigor for lessons and assessments, and
(g) learning how to access assessment data from websites. All participants agreed that
these items to be the greatest barriers to accessing intersectional data.
The following eight survey items received support ranging from 9 to 11 of the 12
participants: (a) teacher dedication, (b) disconnect between district assessment results and
state assessment results, (c) preparation level of students who transfer in during the year,
(d) time to retrieve data, (e) Measuring teacher effectiveness on students who transfer
before the test, (f) lack of access to student assessment data from feeder schools, (g)
Lack of student growth data for some students, and (h) student perceptional data. While
these items did not receive 100% support, 75% to 91.7% of the participants supported the
inclusion of these eight items.
There were 10 items that did not receive 100% support as items to keep in the
survey. Of those 10, one item received the most agreement as an item to be excluded
from the survey. Seven of the 12 participants or 58% agreed that “learning how to use
technological tools to score tests” should not be kept in the survey.
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Unlike questions 1 and 2, there was no correlation between the participants’
ranking of importance and participants’ agreement to of items to remain as part of the
survey. “Learning how to use technological tools to score tests” received support from
58% of the participants, but primarily ranked as slightly important, which is a low level
of importance. Four items did have high participant agreement and ranking. The items
ranked as very important and the percentage of participants (as noted in parentheses)
were: (a) student ownership (100%), (b) how to manage and use data (83%), (c) finding
test questions that aligned to state assessment (83%), and (d) effective instructional
strategies for students not progressing (83%).
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Table 13
Research Question 3: Round 3 Responses Ranked by Level of Importance
Level of Importance*
Item #

Responses

Yes

No

3

2

1

0

8

Student ownership

12

0

12

0

0

0

12

How to manage and use data

12

0

10

2

0

0

15

Finding test questions that aligned to state
assessment

12

0

10

2

0

0

16

Effective instructional strategies for
students not progressing
Timely delivery of student assessment data
needed to plan
Teacher dedication
Time to retrieve data
PD on rigor for lessons and assessments
Measuring teacher effectiveness on
students who transfer before the test
Parental involvement
Disconnect between district assessment
results and state assessment results
Preparation level of students who transfer
in during the year
Lack of access to student assessment data
from feeder schools
Lack of student growth data for some
Learning how to access assessment data
from websites
Student perceptional data
Learning how to use technological tools to
score tests

12

0

10

2

0

0

12

0

8

4

0

0

11
10
12
9

1
2
0
3

8
8
7
7

3
2
4
2

1
0
1
1

0
2
0
2

8
11

4
1

7
6

1
1

2
4

2
1

11

1

5

4

3

0

9

3

5

2

5

0

9
12

3
0

5
4

2
5

3
3

2
0

9
5

3
7

1
1

6
2

4
5

1
4

13
7
3
9
10
6
11
14
4
5
2
17
1

* Scale 3 - Very Important 2 - Important 1 - Slightly Important 0 - Unimportant

Question 4. What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from NCLB highpriority schools find the most useful to moving into NCLB good school status?
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There were a total of 17 survey items for Question 4 (see Table 14). The 12
participants agreed that 8 of the 17 items should remain on the survey, which means that
47% of the items received 100% participant support. The eight items with 100%
participant support were: (a) use of assessment scores from yearly state assessments,
district assessments, school-created mock assessments, and teacher-created common
assessments, (b) creating rigorous test questions for assessments and analyzing the
questions, (c) interventions that really work and are implemented with fidelity and
consistency by staff. Include tutors in interventions, (d) research-based instructional
strategies, including improving achievement at different ability levels, (e) knowing the
learning disabilities of students, (f) knowing the strengths and weaknesses of each student
individually at any given time, (g) creating incentives for student attendance at the
beginning of the school year, (h) team-based approach/ team and grade level meetings.
All participants agreed that they found these intersectional data analysis data to be the
most useful to moving into NCLB good standing status. There was one item with 11 of
12 participants responding. All 11 participants agreed that “use of Pearson website
(sample test questions)” should remain in the survey.
The following six survey items received support ranging from 9 to 11 of the 12
participants: (a) TCAP sample booklets and Coach workbooks, (b) use of Pearson
website (sample test questions), (c) strength of the faculty, (d) effectiveness of behavioral
programs, (e) knowing the number of items per category, and (d) student growth
predictions. While these items did not receive 100% support, 75% to 91.7% of the
participants supported the inclusion of these eight items. There were two survey items
that received responses from 11 of the 12 participants. The following two items received
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support ranging from 10 of the 11 participants or 91% to 9 of the 11 participants or 82%:
(a) professional development and (b) curriculum guide.
There were eight survey items that did not receive 100% support as items to keep
in the survey. Of those eight, one received the most agreement as an item to be excluded
from the survey. Ten of the 12 participants or 83% agreed that “demographic
information” should not be kept in the survey.
A similar trend is seen when examining the participants’ rankings of importance
for each item. The items with the highest participant agreement as items to be kept also
ranked high in level of importance. The items ranked as very important and the
percentage of participants (as noted in parentheses) were: (a) use of assessment scores
from yearly state assessments, district assessments, school-created mock assessments,
and teacher-created common assessments (83%), (b) creating rigorous test questions for
assessments and analyzing the questions (83%), (c) interventions that really work and are
implemented with fidelity and consistency by staff. Include tutors in interventions (75%),
(d) research-based instructional strategies, including improving achievement at different
ability levels (75%), and (e) TCAP sample booklets and Coach workbooks (75%).
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Table 14
Research Question 4: Round 3 Responses Ranked by Level of Importance
Level of Importance*
Item #

Responses

Yes

No

3

2

1

0

1

Use of assessment scores from yearly state
assessments, district assessments, school-created
mock assessments, and teacher-created common
assessments
Creating rigorous test questions for assessments
and analyzing the questions
Interventions that really work and are
implemented with fidelity and consistency by staff.
Include tutors in interventions
Research-based instructional strategies, including
improving achievement at different ability levels

12

0

10

1

1

0

12

0

10

1

1

0

12

0

9

3

0

0

12

0

9

3

0

0

TCAP sample booklets and Coach Workbooks
Knowing the learning disabilities of students
Use of Pearson Website (sample test questions)
Knowing the strengths and weaknesses of each
student individually at any given time
Strength of faculty
Creating incentives for student attendance at the
beginning of the school year
Effectiveness of behavioral programs
Knowing the number of items per category
Curriculum guide
Team-based approach/Team and Grade Level
Professional development
Student growth predictions
Demographic information

11
12
11
12

1
0
0
0

9
8
8
7

2
3
3
5

1
1
0
0

0
0
0
0

11
12

1
0

7
6

4
6

1
0

0
0

11
10
9
12
10
9
2

1
2
2
0
1
3
10

6
6
5
4
4
0
0

3
4
3
6
6
4
2

3
0
2
2
1
6
7

0
2
1
0
0
2
3

3
4

5

14
7
15
16
10
9
17
11
12
8
13
2
6

* Scale 3 - Very Important 2 - Important 1 - Slightly Important 0 - Unimportant

Question 5. What was the role of the principal in facilitating this process?
There were a total of 12 survey items for Question 5 (see Table 15). The 12 participants
agreed that 10 of the 12 items should remain on the survey, which means that 83% of the
survey items received 100% participant support. The 10 items with 100% participant
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agreement were: (a) provide resources for teachers to develop lessons, (b) set
expectations and motivate, (c) develop incentive programs to improve student
achievement, attendance, and behavior, (d) promote and carry out interventions, (e) share
researched based instructional strategies, (f) provide uninterrupted common planning
time for teachers to develop assessments, (g) provide professional development for
teachers, (h) access data, identify areas of need, conduct data meeting, (i) improve culture
and climate, and (j) Match student needs with strength of teachers. All participants agreed
that these 10 items described the role of the principal in facilitating the process. The
remaining two items received support from 83% or 10 of the 12 participants: (a)
meditating between district instructional initiatives and school initiatives to avoid
duplicity and (b) increase parental involvement. While these items did not receive 100%
support, 83% of the participants supported the inclusion of these 2 survey items.
A similar trend is seen when examining the participants’ rankings of importance
for each item. The items with the highest participant agreement as items to be kept also
ranked high in level of importance. The items ranked as very important and the
percentage of participants (as noted in parentheses) were: (a) provide resources for
teachers to develop lessons (100%), (b) set expectations and motivate, (83%), (c) develop
incentive programs to improve student achievement, attendance, and behavior (83%), and
(d) promote and carry out interventions (83%).
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Table 15
Research Question 5: Round 3 Responses Ranked by Level of Importance
Level of Importance*
Item #

Responses

Yes

No

3

2

1

0

3

Provide resources for teachers to develop lessons

12

0

12

0

0

0

8

Set expectations and motivate

12

0

10

2

0

0

9

Develop incentive programs to improve student
achievement, attendance, and behavior.
Promote and carry out interventions.
Share researched based instructional strategies
Provide uninterrupted common planning time for
Provide professional development for teachers
Access data, identify areas of need, conduct data
meeting
Improve culture and climate
Match student needs with strength of teachers
Meditating between district instructional initiatives
and school initiatives to avoid duplicity.
Increase parental involvement

12

0

10

2

0

0

12
12
12
12
12

0
0
0
0
0

9
8
8
8
8

3
4
4
4
2

0
0
0
0
2

0
0
0
0
0

12
12
10

0
0
2

7
7
6

4
2
4

1
3
1

0
0
1

10

2

6

3

3

0

10
6
11
7
1
7
2
12
5

* Scale 3 - Very Important 2 - Important 1 - Slightly Important 0 - Unimportant

Round 3 Summary. As seen in Tables 11 through 15, participants’ responses to
Research Questions 1-5 resulted in a total of 85 items to be ranked by level of importance
and their level of agreement (Yes/No) indicated. The survey items were distributed across
the research questions accordingly: Question 1 = 19 items, Question 2 = 20 items,
Question 3 = 17 items, Question 4 = 17, and Question 5 = 12 items. The following were
found to be the most relevant for research questions 1 through 5. The results for the first
research question indicated that academic achievement data from various assessments
which include grades and accountability from students and mastery of skills were most
relevant. These two items could have been merged into one. The results for the second
research question indicated that instructional strategies that are differentiated to meet the
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various learning styles, strengths, and weaknesses of students were the most relevant. The
results for the third research question indicated that student ownership was the most
relevant. The results for the fourth research question indicated that the use of assessment
scores from yearly state assessments, district assessments, school-created mock
assessments, and teacher-created common assessments were the most relevant. In
addition, creating rigorous test questions for assessments and analyzing the questions
were also most relevant for research question four. The results for the fifth research
question indicated that providing resources for teachers to develop lessons was the most
relevant.
Summary
Overall, this chapter has presented the results from the five research questions
posed by this study. The purpose of this study was to examine teachers’ knowledge and
use of data to improve student achievement performance in high-priority that moved to
schools of good standing status. The Delphi method was used to develop a consensus on
the knowledge and use of intersectional data in order to improve student academic
performance. Several common categories and themes emerged as the data was analyzed.
Chapter 5 will present an overview of the study, a summary of the findings implications
and recommendations for further study.
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Chapter 5
Findings and Conclusions, Implications, Recommendations, and Summary
The discussion on how to improve students’ academic performance has a long and
rich history in the U.S. Although it has been a national priority the debate has centered
on the best method to accomplish this goal. Bernhardt (2003) and Shen and Wright
(2008) recognized the importance of teachers, principals, and data, deployed together, as
critical tools to improving academic performance. More specifically, putting the right
cross-section of data about the student, school, staff, and community together can inform
teachers of the best practices to improve students’ academic performance. In this study,
the researcher’s goal was to develop a consensus on teachers’ knowledge and use of
multiple sources of data in order to improve student academic performance.
This chapter provides conclusions drawn from the research and covers the
following sections: findings, implications, and recommendations for further research.
Five research questions guided the study. The themes that emerged from the examination
served as means to address the research questions. The review of the findings and
conclusions of this research are presented in the first section. The next section presents
the implications that emerged from the findings of the study. Recommendations for
further research are presented in the third section. Finally, the last section summarizes the
value of this study and the need for teachers to be knowledgeable of multiple sources of
data and how to use them in order to improve student academic performance.
Statement of the Problem
In the past decade, several critical federal initiatives have made teachers the focus
of efforts for increased accountability in student academic performance. No Child Left
Behind and the Race to the Top Competitive grant has increased the focus on data
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metrics as a means of measuring effectiveness. NCLB made the use of data necessary in
order for schools to improve student academic outcomes (Bernhardt, 2004). The way
data were used coincided with the way schools were measured by NCLB. Increased
achievement test scores meant that the school and teachers were effective (Goe et al.,
2008). Therefore it was also logical to assume the inverse was true- decreased
achievement test scores meant that the school and teachers were ineffective. For this
reason, many schools shifted their focus to student learning results. Shen et al. (2008)
found that principals predominately used student achievement data for accountability
purposes; specifically, to determine if the school made AYP. Little focus was placed on
intersecting and cross-analyzing this data to determine the root cause of learning
problems and using the results to develop action plans to improve student performance
While this renewed focus on data metrics is necessary, the emphasis on state
assessment data has slowed the acceptance and adoption of other data that influences
student academic performance. Analyzing state assessment results was only the
beginning of data-driven decision making but usually it was the beginning and ending
place for most school personnel (Bernhardt, 2004). Shen (2008), however, points out that
without an intersectional analysis of —student learning, demographic, perceptional,
school process data— student learning would not be facilitated and student academic
outcomes will not be improved. Bernhardt (2004) indicates that data can have a major
impact on improving student learning and teachers need to be knowledgeable and use
multiple data sources to improve student academic performance.
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Findings and Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to examine teachers’ knowledge and use of data to
improve student achievement performance in high-priority that moved to schools of good
standing status. More specifically, the research focused on the perceptions of “effective
teachers” who had moved their school out of the school improvement category of No
Child Left Behind by improving the academic performance of their students. This study
focused on teachers’ knowledge and use of intersectional data to improve student
academic performance. The researcher’s goal was to develop expert consensus through
the Delphi technique. Teachers from NCLB high-priority schools that made AYP were
asked to participate in a study that involved questions asked through three rounds of
refinement. As described in Chapter 2, there are four major categories of data available
for teachers to use and analyze to improve student outcomes. They include student
learning, demographic, perception, and school process data. The teachers who
participated in this study were in unanimous agreement that these major categories were
essential to improving student performance. A more detailed analysis of the response to
the five research questions is described below.
Question 1. What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?
The first question examined what intersectional data teachers from NCLB highpriority schools believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status. The
items with 100% participant agreement were: (a) academic achievement data from
various assessments which include grades and accountability from students, (b) mastery
of skills, (c) student attendance, (d) instructional strategies which focus on students’
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learning styles and goals in order to improve student achievement for all students, (e)
hold each student accountable for their achievement so that they feel self-worth, (f) set
proficiency goals for common assessments that were aligned with and higher than TCAP,
(g) curriculum guides- SPIs, outcomes, and (h) professional development to promote
effective teachers All participants agreed that they believed these data sources were
needed to move into NCLB good standing status. The results of the study align with the
research literature on the use of multiple sources of data to improve student academic
achievement (Bernhardt, 2000, 2003, 2004; Hartman et al., 1994; Reilly, 2007; Shen &
Cooley, 2008). The panel of experts all believed they needed to use student learning,
demographic, school process, and perceptional data in order to move into NCLB good
standing status.
Question 2. What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from NCLB
high-priority schools use to move into NCLB good school status?
The second question examined the data analysis practices teachers from NCLB highpriority schools used to move into NCLB good school status. The six items with 100%
participant agreement were: (a) instructional strategies that are differentiated to meet the
various learning styles, strengths, and weaknesses of students, (b) SPI tracker indicating
student performance by SPI on district quarterly assessment, teacher created test,
common weekly assessment, teacher observation, (c) create rigorous test questions for
assessments and analyze the questions, (d) attendance, (e) identify students with special
needs and know what they are capable of achieving, and (f) data team meetings. All
participants agreed that they used these intersectional data analysis practices to move into
NCLB good standing status. These results are consistent with the literature on the use of
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intersectional data analysis practices to increase student learning (Bernhardt, 2000, 2003,
2004; Hartman et al., 1994; Reilly, 2007; Shen & Cooley, 2008). The panel of experts
analyzed student learning, school process, and demographic data to move from highpriority to good standing status.
Question 3. What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find were the
greatest barriers to accessing intersectional data?
The third question examined what teachers from NCLB high-priority schools found
were the greatest barriers to accessing intersectional data. . The seven items with 100%
participant agreement were: (a) student ownership, (b) how to manage and use data, (c)
finding test questions that aligned to state assessments, (d) effective instructional
strategies for students not progressing, (e) timely delivery of student assessment data
needed to plan, (f) professional development on rigor for lessons and assessments, and
(g) learning how to access assessment data from websites. All participants agreed that the
lettered items described above were the greatest barriers to accessing intersectional data .
The consensus of the participants is congruent with the literature on teacher barriers to
accessing the data and professional development on how to use the data (Batelle for Kids,
2010).
Question 4. What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from NCLB highpriority schools find the most useful to moving into NCLB good school status?
The fourth question examined the intersectional data analysis data teachers from
NCLB high-priority schools find the most useful to moving into NCLB good school
status. The eight items with 100% participant support were: (a) use of assessment scores
from yearly state assessments, district assessments, school-created mock assessments,
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and teacher-created common assessments, (b) creating rigorous test questions for
assessments and analyzing the questions, (c) interventions that really work and are
implemented with fidelity and consistency by staff. Include tutors in interventions, (d)
research-based instructional strategies, including improving achievement at different
ability levels, (e) knowing the learning disabilities of students, (f) knowing the strengths
and weaknesses of each student individually at any given time, (g) creating incentives
for student attendance at the beginning of the school year, (h) team-based approach/ team
and grade level meetings. All participants agreed that they found these intersectional data
analysis data to be the most useful to moving into NCLB good standing status. My results
support the literature on the intersecting of data from multiple sources in order to improve
student learning outcomes (Bernhardt, 2000, 2003, 2004; Hartman et al.,1994; Reilly,
2007; Shen & Cooley, 2008). The panel of experts reported the intersecting of student
learning, school process, and demographic data to move into good standing status.
According to Shen and Cooley (2008), without an intersectional analysis of —student
learning, demographic, perceptional, school process data— student learning would not be
facilitated and student academic outcomes will not be improved. Intersecting these data
sources allows teachers to identify the root causes of learning problems; as a result,
improving student academic achievement (Champion, 2005).
Question 5. What was the role of the principal in facilitating this process?
The fifth research question examined the role of the principal in facilitating this
process. The 10 items with 100% participant agreement were: (a) provide resources for
teachers to develop lessons, (b) set expectations and motivate, (c) develop incentive
programs to improve student achievement, attendance, and behavior, (d) promote and
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carry out interventions, (e) share researched based instructional strategies, (f) provide
uninterrupted common planning time for teachers to develop assessments, (g) provide
professional development for teachers, (h) access data, identify areas of need, conduct
data meeting, (i) improve culture and climate, and (j) Match student needs with strength
of teachers. All participants agreed that these 10 items described the role of the principal
in facilitating the process. These results are in alignment with the path-goal theory that
describes the role of the principal in creating the path to goal attainment, in this case,
moving into NCLB good standing status. According to the House’s path-goal theory, the
leader defines the goals, clarifies the path, removes obstacles, and provides support
(Yulk, 1982). In this research, the leader defined the goals for moving into good NCLB
standing status; removed obstacles teachers identified as barriers; provided access and
understanding on how to use data; and provided supports that promoted student
achievement.
Implications
Before conducting this study, this researcher was appointed principal of a school that
had been identified as a high priority school and believes that the practices and
information gained through consensus from the panel of teachers during this study can
contribute to the strategies used in transiting to a NCLB school of good standing. More
specifically, the results of this study can provide further insight for what leaders of
schools can do in order for their teachers to have the knowledge and access the data to
make critical decisions on improving student performance. This study has implications
for teachers, principals, school districts, and policy makers on data knowledge and use.
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The findings of the study imply that teachers need to be aware of multiple sources of
data in order to improve student academic performance. Student learning data, school
process data, demographic data, and perceptional data were all found to be useful by
teachers in schools that were once identified as high-priority schools (schools in various
stages of NCLB school improvement) that within two years moved to schools of good
standing status (NCLB schools making adequate yearly progress). The findings suggest
that teachers need to be able to use data from multiple sources in order to promote student
performance. Moreover, the findings imply a need for teachers to engage in data analysis
practices that improve student learning.
Although this study focused on the teachers, question 5 was most enlightening. The
most articulated finding was the role of the principal in facilitating the process on the
knowledge and use of data in order to improve student academic performance. These
findings have major implications for the role of principal in facilitating the process of
teacher knowledge and use of multiple sources of data in order to move improve student
academic performance. As leaders of schools and mentors to teachers, principals could
look at the data revealed in this study to help inform their efforts. For example, several
items that all teachers agreed on–set expectations, provide access to the data, provide
resources, provide professional development–could be instrumental in helping principals
know their role in leading teachers in the process of moving from high-priority to good
standing status. In addition, several items that all teachers agreed on–academic data from
a variety of sources (student learning data), instructional strategies (school process data),
and student attendance (demographic data)–could be instrumental in helping principals
know what teachers need in order to be effective.
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In order for teachers to increase their knowledge of the data and improve their data
analysis practices, school districts have to implement systems that support data
knowledge and use. The findings of the study imply the role of school districts in
addressing the barriers to accessing the various sources of data such as: how to manage
and use data, how to access the data, and timely delivery of student assessment data
needed to plan.
The findings of the study suggest the role of policy makers in creating policies that
support the data analysis practices needed in the schools. The implications for policy
makers include: making data accessible to teachers in a timely matter and designing
professional development to increase teacher and principal knowledge and effective use
of how to use the data to improve student academic performance. The findings also imply
the need for policy makers to make “ time to access and analysis data” a priority in
schools.
Recommendations for Further Research
There is a lack of a model and clear set of processes and procedures for accessing and
analyzing data. Schools do not systematically organize, disseminate, and make use of
their data. While this study can contribute to the existing body of literature on the use of
multiple sources of data in order to improve student learning, the topic remains an area
for further investigation. Based on the findings in this study, recommendations for further
research should be considered.
The research participants were very clear on the sources of data they used, the
barriers, and the role of the principal. The participants were less articulate about the data
analysis practices they used in order to improve student academic performance. While the
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majority of their responses fell within Bernhardt’s (2004) broad category of school
process data, most were not descriptive enough to explain the actual practices. Further
research on teacher practices and developing a common language of those practices may
enhance the existing body of literature and lead to increased student achievement in highpriority schools. How do teachers move from data awareness to use in the classroom?
What are the steps in this process?
The most articulated finding was the role of the principal in facilitating the process on
the knowledge and use of data in order to improve student academic performance.
Further research could be done on the degree to which principals engage in data analysis
practices. What are teachers’ perceptions of a principal engagement? How do principal
perceive their role in teachers’ data awareness and implementation?
In this study, the path-goal theory was relative to principals. Research could also be
done on using the path-goal theory with teachers. How do teachers set goals, clarify
paths, remove obstacles, and provide support for their students? What are teachers’
perceptions of obstacles? What do teachers perceive as support from principals?
Conclusions
This study was designed to examine teachers’ knowledge and use of data to improve
student achievement performance in high-priority schools (schools in various stages of
NCLB school improvement) that moved to schools of good standing status (NCLB
schools making adequate yearly progress). More specifically, the research focused on the
perceptions of “effective teachers” who had moved their school out of the school
improvement category of No Child Left Behind by improving the academic performance
of their students. The researcher’s goal was to develop expert consensus on the topic.
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Research has been done on the use of multiple sources of data in order to improve student
learning. The findings of this study coupled with the existing research can contribute to
what data educators in NCLB high-priority schools need to know and be able to use in
order to increase student academic performance and move into NCLB good standing
status. The findings can provide further insight into how to improve student learning.
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Appendix A: Effective Teacher Survey Round 1

Introduction
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study about the knowledge and use of
data needed to improve student academic performance. You are one of several effective
teachers who will be assisting in developing expert consensus on the knowledge and use
of data needed in order to move from a NCLB high-priority school into one of NCLB
good standing status. We are also interested in your greatest barriers to accessing data
and the uses of data that you found to be most useful for improving student academic
performance. You were selected because your school was identified as a NCLB highpriority school in 2006-2007 and moved to a school of NCLB good standing status and
remained so in 2008-2009.
Intersectional data refers to data that is a result of intersecting the 4 main
categories (student learning, demographic, perceptional, and school process) in order to
identify the root causes of student learning problems. You may look at TCAP (student
learning) and attendance (demographic) or you may look at TCAP (student learning),
student survey (perceptional), race (demographic), and instructional strategies (school
process). This study will examine your knowledge and use of intersectional data needed
in order move your school into NCLB good standing status. You do not have to name the
category. We ask that you describe the data you used.
Student Learning- Refers to student academic data.
Demographic- Describes the students, the staff, the school, and the community
Perceptional- Refers to what students, teachers, parents, and communities think about the
school.
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School Process Data- Refers to the way the school operates.

The Study Process
We are using a Delphi Technique to collect your responses for this study because it
works well when seeking expert opinion on a complex topic like the knowledge and use
of data needed to move from NCLB high-priority status to NCLB good standing status.
The Delphi involves three rounds of data collection. We are in round 1 of three for data
collection.
1. We collect responses to the following four questions from all participants
and group them into similar categories.
2. These grouped responses are returned to you for your comments and
revisions, which are once again grouped into similar categories.
3. These revised sets of responses are returned to you for your opinion of
which items should remain as responses and your rating of the importance
of the items that are kept.
Directions: Please respond to the following questions in the space provided. A bulleted
list may be used.
1. What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools
believe they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?
2. What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from NCLB highpriority schools use to move into NCLB good school status?
3. What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find were the greatest
barriers to accessing intersectional data?
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4. What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from NCLB highpriority schools find the most useful to moving into NCLB good school
status?
5. What was the role of the principal in facilitating this process?
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Appendix B: Effective Teacher Survey Round 2

Introduction
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study about the knowledge and use of
data needed to improve student academic performance. You are one of several effective
teachers who will be assisting in developing expert consensus on the knowledge and use
of data needed in order to move from a NCLB high-priority school into one of NCLB
good standing status. We are also interested in your greatest barriers to accessing data
and the uses of data that you found to be most useful for improving student academic
performance. You were selected because your school was identified as a NCLB highpriority school in 2006-2007 and moved to a school of NCLB good standing status and
remained so in 2008-2009.
Intersectional data refers to data that is a result of intersecting the 4 main
categories (student learning, demographic, perceptional, and school process) in order to
identify the root causes of student learning problems. You may look at TCAP (student
learning) and attendance (demographic) or you may look at TCAP (student learning),
student survey (perceptional), race (demographic), and instructional strategies (school
process). This study will examine your knowledge and use of intersectional data needed
in order move your school into NCLB good standing status. You do not have to name the
category. We ask that you describe the data you used.
Student Learning- Refers to student academic data.
Demographic- Describes the students, the staff, the school, and the community
Perceptional- Refers to what students, teachers, parents, and communities think about the
school.
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School Process Data- Refers to the way the school operates.

The Study Process
We are using a Delphi Technique to collect your responses for this study because it
works well when seeking expert opinion on a complex topic like the knowledge and use
of data needed to move from NCLB high-priority status to NCLB standing status. The
Delphi involves three rounds of data collection. We are in round two of three for data
collection.
1. We collect responses to the following four questions from all participants and
group them into similar categories.
2. These grouped responses are returned to you for your comments and
revisions, which are once again grouped into similar categories.
3. These revised sets of responses are returned to you for your opinion of which
items should remain as responses and your rating of the importance of the
items that are kept
Directions: Below are the collective responses to the five questions. The wording of some
responses has been modified to create common categories, but the overall intent and
purpose of the original statements should still be reflected. Please do the following:
Review the list of responses for each question and add any changes by:
- marking through existing words or phrases,
- adding new words or phrases,
- deleting entire responses, or
- adding new responses.
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What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools believe they
needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?
1. Academic achievement data from yearly state assessments, district quarterly
assessments, school-created mock assessments, and teacher-created common
weekly assessments.
2. Instructional strategies on how to improve student achievement for all students.
3. Student growth predictions.
4. Student attendance.
5. Student learning styles
6. Parental and community involvement
7. Intervention plan for each student
8. Classroom grades
9. School survey results
10. Strengths of faculty
11. Set proficiency goals for common assessments that were aligned with and higher
than TCAP.
12. SPIs tested for current and previous grade levels
13. Accountability from students
14. Teacher-Student Relationships
15. Professional development for teachers
16. Cumulative records
17. Culture and climate of the school
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What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools
use to move into NCLB good school status?
1. SPI tracker/ Data on student performance per SPIs.
2. Instructional strategies
3. Interventions plans
4. Classroom grades
5. Attendance
6. Student growth predictions
7. Data team meetings
8. Teacher reflections on their effectiveness
9. Set goals for each assessment
10. Create rigorous test questions for assessments and analyze the questions
11. School culture and climate
12. Parental and community involvement
13. Modeling by Instructional leader
14. Identifying students with special needs
15. Unannounced observations
16. Strength of faculty
17. Team-based leadership approach
18. Policies
19. Demographic data
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What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find were the greatest barriers to
accessing intersectional data?
1. Learning how to use technological tools to score tests
2. Learning how to access assessment data from websites
3. Time to retrieve data
4. Lack of access to student assessment data from feeder schools
5. Lack of student growth data for some students
6. Parental involvement
7. Teacher dedication
8. Student ownership
9. PD on rigor for lessons and assessments
10. Measuring teacher effectiveness on students who transfer before the test
11. Disconnect between district assessment results and state assessment results
12. How to manage and use data
13. Timely delivery of student assessment data needed to plan.
14. Preparation level of students who transfer in during the year
15. Finding test questions that aligned to state assessment
16. Effective instructional strategies for students not progressing
17. Student perceptional data

What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find
the most useful to moving into NCLB good school status?
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1. Use of assessment scores from yearly state assessments, district assessments,
school-created mock assessments, and teacher-created common assessments
2. Student growth predictions
3. Creating rigorous test questions for assessments and analyzing the questions
4. Interventions
5. Researched-based instructional strategies
6. Demographic information
7. Knowing the learning disabilities of students
8. Team-based approach
9. Student attendance
10. Strength of faculty
11. Knowing the number of items per category

What was the role of the principal in facilitating this process?
1. Have knowledge of how to access data, identify areas of need, and lead data
meetings
2. Match student needs with strength of the faculty
3. Provide resources
4. Provide professional development for teachers
5. Increase parental involvement
6. Share researched based instructional strategies
7. Improve culture and climate
8. Set expectations
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9. Develop incentive programs for improvement
10. Promote Interventions
11. Allow teachers time to develop assessments
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Appendix C: Effective Teacher Survey Round 3

Introduction
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study about the knowledge and use of
data needed to improve student academic performance. You are one of several effective
teachers who will be assisting in developing expert consensus on the knowledge and use
of data needed in order to move from a NCLB high-priority school into one of NCLB
good standing status. We are also interested in your greatest barriers to accessing data
and the uses of data that you found to be most useful for improving student academic
performance. You were selected because your school was identified as a NCLB highpriority school in 2006-2007 and moved to a school of NCLB good standing status and
remained so in 2008-2009.

The Study Process
We are using a Delphi Technique to collect your responses for this study because it
works well when seeking expert opinion on a complex topic like the knowledge and use
of data needed to move from NCLB high-priority status to NCLB good standing status.
The Delphi involves three rounds of data collection. We are in the final round of data
collection.
1. We collect responses to the following four questions from all participants and
group them into similar categories.
2. These grouped responses are returned to you for your comments and
revisions, which are once again grouped into similar categories.
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3. These revised sets of responses are returned to you for your opinion of which
items should remain as responses and your rating of the importance of the
items that are kept.

Directions: Below are the collective responses to the five questions. Please do the
following:
Review the list of responses for each question and indicate your level of agreement (Yes
or No) regarding whether or not the item should remain with the category.
Use the scale below to indicate the importance of the item for the associated question.

Level of Importance (Priority or Relevance) Scale
Description
Ranking of Importance
Very Important
_Very Important
- First-order priority
_Important
- Has direct bearing on major issues
_Slightly Important
- Must be resolved, dealt with, or treated
_Unimportant
Important
Very Important
- Second-order priority
_Important
- Significant impact but not until other items
_Slightly Important
are treated
_Unimportant
- Does not have to be fully resolved
Slightly Important
Very Important
- Third-order priority
_Important
- Has little importance
_Slightly Important
- Not a determining factor to major issue
_Unimportant
Unimportant
Very Important
- No relevance
_Important
- No measurable effect
_Slightly Important
- Should be dropped as an item to consider
_Unimportant
Adapted from Linestone and Turoff (2002, p. 87).
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1. What intersectional data did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools believe
they needed to know to move into NCLB good school status?
Final Revised Responses
Academic achievement data from various
assessments which include grades and
accountability from students

Keep?
____Yes
____ No

Instructional strategies which focus on
____Yes
students’ learning styles and goals in order ____ No
to improve student achievement for all
students
Student growth predictions

____Yes
____ No

Student attendance

____Yes
____ No

Culture and climate of the school which
includes parental and community
involvement

____Yes
____ No

Parental involvement beyond school to
reinforce skills and review concepts

____Yes
____ No

Intervention plan for each below basic,
basic, proficient, and advanced student
that really caters to what each child needs.

____Yes
____ No

School survey results

____Yes
____ No

Strengths of faculty

____Yes
____ No

Set proficiency goals for common
assessments that were aligned with and
higher than TCAP.

____Yes
____ No

SPIs tested for current and previous grade

____Yes
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Level of Importance?
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important

levels

____ No

Hold each student accountable for their
achievement so that they feel self-worth.

____Yes
____ No

Teacher-student relationships that are like
mother-child relationships.

____Yes
____ No

Professional development to promote
effective teachers

____Yes
____ No

Cumulative records

____Yes
____ No

Know what your students have to deal
with at home so that you can better
understand them.

____Yes
____ No

Curriculum guides- SPIs, Outcomes

____Yes
____ No

Tutors that are available

____Yes
____ No

Mastery of skills

____Yes
____ No

____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

2. What intersectional data analysis practices did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools use to move into NCLB good school status?
Final Revised Responses
Keep?
SPI tracker indicating student performance ____Yes
by spi on district quarterly assessment,
____ No
teacher created test, common weekly
assessment, teacher observation
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Level of Importance?
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

Instructional strategies that are
differentiated to meet the various learning
styles, strengths, and weaknesses of
students.

____Yes
____ No

____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

Intervention plans and tutors

____Yes
____ No

Classroom grades

____Yes
____ No

Attendance

____Yes
____ No

Student growth predictions

____Yes
____ No

Data team meetings

____Yes
____ No

Teacher reflections on their effectiveness

____Yes
____ No

At the start of the lesson tell students what
the learning goal is for the assessment and
allow them to choose different ways of
getting there.

____Yes
____ No

____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

Create rigorous test questions for
assessments and analyze the questions

____Yes
____ No

School culture and climate

____Yes
____ No

Parental and community involvement

____Yes
____ No
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____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

Modeling by Instructional leader

____Yes
____ No

Identify students with special needs and
know what they are capable of achieving

____Yes
____ No

Unannounced observations

____Yes
____ No

Strength of faculty

____Yes
____ No

Team-based leadership approach

____Yes
____ No

Policies

____Yes
____ No

Demographic data

____Yes
____ No

Professional development for
improvement of strategies

____Yes
____ No

____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

3. What did teachers from NCLB high-priority schools find were the greatest
barriers to accessing intersectional data?
Final Revised Responses
Learning how to use technological tools to
score tests

Keep?
____Yes
____ No

Learning how to access assessment data
from websites

____Yes
____ No
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Level of Importance?
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

Time to retrieve data

____Yes
____ No

Lack of access to student assessment data
from feeder schools

____Yes
____ No

Lack of student growth data for some
students

____Yes
____ No

Parental involvement

____Yes
____ No

Teacher dedication

____Yes
____ No

Student ownership

____Yes
____ No

PD on rigor for lessons and assessments

____Yes
____ No

Measuring teacher effectiveness on
students who transfer before the test

____Yes
____ No

Disconnect between district assessment
results and state assessment results

____Yes
____ No

How to manage and use data

____Yes
____ No

Timely delivery of student assessment
data needed to plan.

____Yes
____ No

Preparation level of students who transfer
in during the year

____Yes
____ No
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____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important

Finding test questions that aligned to state
assessment

____Yes
____ No

Effective instructional strategies for
students not progressing

____Yes
____ No

Student perceptional data

____Yes
____ No

____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

4. What intersectional data analysis data did teachers from NCLB high-priority
schools find the most useful to moving into NCLB good school status?
Final Revised Responses
Keep?
Use of assessment scores from yearly state ____Yes
assessments, district assessments, school- ____ No
created mock assessments, and teachercreated common assessments

Level of Importance?
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

Student growth predictions

____Yes
____ No

Creating rigorous test questions for
assessments and analyzing the questions

____Yes
____ No

Interventions that really work and are
implemented with fidelity and consistency
by staff. Include tutors in interventions.

____Yes
____ No

Research-based instructional strategies,
including improving achievement at
different ability levels.

____Yes
____ No

Demographic information

____Yes
____ No

Knowing the learning disabilities of

____Yes

____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
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students

____ No

Team-based approach/Team and Grade
Level
Meetings

____Yes
____ No

Creating incentives for student attendance
at the beginning of the school year.

____Yes
____ No

Strength of faculty

____Yes
____ No

Knowing the number of items per
category

____Yes
____ No

Curriculum guide

____Yes
____ No

Professional development

____Yes
____ No

TCAP sample booklets and Coach
Workbooks

____Yes
____ No

Use of Pearson Website (sample test
questions)

____Yes
____ No

Knowing the strengths and weaknesses of
each student individually at any given
time

____Yes
____ No

Effectiveness of behavioral programs

____Yes
____ No

122

____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Very Important
____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

5. What was the role of the principal in facilitating this process?
Final Revised Responses
Access data, identify areas of need, conduct
data meeting

Match student needs with strength of
teachers

Provide resources for teachers to develop
lessons

Provide professional development for
teachers

Increase parental involvement

Share researched based instructional
strategies

Improve culture and climate

Set expectations and motivate

Develop incentive programs to improve
student achievement, attendance, and
behavior.

Promote and carry out interventions.

Keep?
Level of Importance?
____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
Provide uninterrupted common planning time ____Yes ____Very Important
for teachers to develop assessments.
____ No ____ Important
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Meditating between district instructional
initiatives and school initiatives to avoid
duplicity.
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____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant
____Yes ____Very Important
____ No ____ Important
____ Slightly Important
____ Unimportant

